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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that the Rule Committee of Judges, at 
their meetings on Tuesday and Wednesday, made considerable 
progress with the consideration of the draft of the new Rules of 
Court, but several other meetings will be needed to complete their 
work. The committee will meet again on Saturday (December 
9), and on the following Monday and Saturday. It is not likely 
that the new rules will be ready before the meeting of Parlia- 
ment, 





WE BELIEVE that, notwithstanding the abolition of the old 
practice of deposit by way of security for the costs of an appeal, 
except by the order of the Court of Appeal, some practitioners 
have deposited, without any order, the sum of £20 on entering an 
appeal. It should be generally known that, as regards appeals, 
no security is required unless ordered. 





WE MAY REMARK that the decision of the Revising Barrister 
for the borough of Chelsea upon the point which we dis- 
cussed in a recent article, has just been affirmed by the 
Queen’s Bench Division. The point was this: a house being 
wholly let out in rooms in such a manner that the occupation 
of each of the tenants is that of a householder, does the mere 
fact of one of the rooms becoming vacant so revest in law 
the landlord’s possession of the whole house as to convert the 
remaining tenants ipso facto into lodgers, though the landlord 
does not, in fact, resume any residence or control in or over any 
part of the house ? Certain dicta of Brett, L.J., in the case of 
Bradley v. Baylis (30 W. R. 883, L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 195), are 
supposed to have established this apparently extreme proposition. 
We expressed at the time a strong opinion that the revising 
barrister was right in holding to the contrary, and we are glad 


. to see that the decision of the court justifies the opinion we 


expressed. 





Tue rEPort of the Hull Incorporated Law Society, extracts 
from which we print elsewhere, shows that dissatisfaction with 
some of the provisions of the Remuneration Order is not less 
strong in many parts of the country than in London. The com- 
mittee say that the division of the charges contained in Part I. of 
Schedule I. into negotiating or “ conducting” fees, and fees for 
deducing title, and perusing and completing conveyance, is “ objec- 
tionable in principle, and will operate prejudically in practice, as 
the charges for negotiating or conducting a sale are not to apply 
to cases where, as in Hull and in many other parts of the country, 
accmmission is paid to the auctioneer or estate agent.” The 
society ‘ feel strongly that some decision will have to be speedily 
arrived at’’ as to what the future practice of the profession shall 
be, so that they may not be deprived of any of the benefits of the 
Order ; and, like the Great Yarmouth solicitors, they are obliged 
to take steps for themselves to ascertain what solicitors in other 
places are going to do. The general opinion of the profession, so 
far as we are able to gather it, is, as we have before pointed out, 
distinctly against any interference by solicitors with the functions 
of auctioneers, and we presume that the forthcoming observations 
on the Order of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society will be 
directed to suggesting some arrangement whereby this view can be 
carried into effect consistently with the due remuneration of the so- 
licitor. The council, as we announced last week, haye been consider- 





ing the subject since they met at the end of the Long Vacation. 
Considering that only fourteen days (instead of the month allowed 
by the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act) ela between the receipt 
by the council of the draft order and the adoption of their 
“Observations and Suggestions” upon it, it may, perhaps, be 
respectfully hinted that it might have been to the benefit of the 
proféssion if they had sat a longer time on the draft order and a 
shorter time on the completed order. 





WE supprose there must be some idea among the shrewd prac- 
titioners in the City that perhaps better arrangements as to the trial 
of London causes can be obtained by a show of opposition to the 
proposal for their transfer to the Royal Courts of Justice; other- 
wise we confess we should be at a loss to understand the reasons 
which led the meeting of City solicitors on Tuesday to their very | 
singular recommendation that there should be “a year’s experi- 
ence of the new courts before coming to a final decision whether 
to ask for the removal ” to them of the London Sittings. There 
might have been ground for suggesting that the removal should 
be tried for one year in the first instance—indeed, the ‘provi- 
sions of the Courts of Justice Building Act, 1865, expressly 
enable the Order in Council to be made for a limited period. 
But how City suitors, solicitors, jurors, and witnesses can have a 
“year’s experience of the new courts” when their cases are 
not to be tried in them, or how the trial of Middlesex causes at 
the Royal Courts can show whether the trial there of London causes 
will or will not be expedient, passes our comprehension. The 
chairman of the meeting has explained that the argument of those 
who advise a year’s delay is, that ‘doubts are entertained by 
many” as to “ what accommodation” the new courts will afford. 
It may be suggested that these doubts could be readily solved by 
a visit to the building. Whatever the defects of the new courts 
may be, we think that not the most ardent citizen could say 
that the worst court in the Royal Courts is inferior to the 
best court at the Guildhall. The other main argument used 
at the meeting seems to have been the inconvenience 
arising from the distance of the Royal Courts from the City, 
As to City solicitors, this inconvenience can hardly be much 
increased by the removal of the London Sittings to the Royal 
Courts, since at present all of them who are in considerable 
practice must necessarily have a clerk or clerks engaged nearly 
every day either at the offices of the courts, or in the courts at 
Westminster or Lincoln’s-inn. As regards City suitors, jurors, 
and witnesses, is it really to be supposed that the twenty 
minutes’ additional walk, or ten minutes’ additional drive, from 
the Guildhall to the Royal Courts will be a serious hardship, 
sufficient to countervail the advantages whieh will accrue from 
the removal of the sittings to the Royal-Courts? By that 
removal the suitor would probably get his ease more speedily 
heard, and the solicitor would be far better able to insure the attend- 
ance of counsel, and would be enabled in the intervals of his court 
work to transact his business in the adjoining offices. It seems 
obvious that a considerable saving of Jabour and expense must 
result from all the solicitor’s court work being conducted under 
one roof. The only other argument urged at the meeting seems 
to have been founded on a misapprehension. It was urged that 
London special juries were of peculiar value in certain 
classes of causes. We heartily assent to this, but then the 
removal of the sittings to the Royal Courts will not deprive City 
suitors of these excellent juries. They will be summoned exactly 
as before, for the Act of 1865 expressly provides that, “for the 
purpose of giving jurisdiction to the sheriffs of London in 
relation to such trials, and for the summoning of jurors,” the 
courts are to be deemed to be “situate in the county of the City 
of London.” 6 
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SoME MISCONCEPTION seems to have arisen with respect to the 
recent application to the Irish Queen’s Bench Diyision to require 
Messrs. Davirrand HeEaty to find sureties to be of good behayiour, 
and in default to have them committed to prison for whatever time 
the court thought fit. The opinion appears to be entertained 
that the Irish Act of 10 & 11 Car. 1, ¢. 10, conferred upon the 
judges of the Queen’s Bench a jurisdiction which they did not 
possess before its enactment. This is a misapprehension. The 
statute conferred no new jurisdiction, but simply prescribed cer- 
tain conditions of a limiting character, under which the jurisdic- 
tion already conferred by the common law should in future be 
exercised, As to the possession of this jurisdiction hy the judges 
at common law, Hawxrns says, “The Lord Chancellor, or Lord 
Keeper of the Great Seal, the Lord High Steward of England, the 
Lord Marshal, and every justice of the King’s Bench, and some 
say the Lord Treasurer, have, as incident to their offices, a general 
authority to keep the peace throughout all the realm, and to 
award process for the surety of the peace, and to take recog- 
nizance of it. And the Master of the Rolls hath also like power 
either as incident to his office, or at least by prescription” (2 
Hawk. ch. 8, s. 2). And it was laid down by Ashurst, J., in 
R. v. Bowes (1 T. R., at p. 700), that “as to the power of this 
court to compel persons against whom articles of the peace are 
exhibited to find sureties. I do not entertain any 
doubt about it. For this court, which has a general au- 
thority to preserve the peace, has a right te require such bail, 
and for such a length of time as will best answer the ends of 
public justice.” Such having been the powers conferred on the 
judges of the King’s Bench and Chancery by the common law, the 
21 Jac. 1, c. 8 (English statute) and 10 & 11 Car. 1, ce. 10 (Irish 
statute) were passed “to prevent and punish abuses in procuring 
process and supersedeas of the peace and good behaviour, out of 
his Majesty's Courts of Chancery and King’s Bench, and to 
prevent abuses in procuring writs of certiorari,” &c. The 
“abuses” here referred to would seem to have been of this 
nature: persons whom it was sought to bind over to be of good 
behaviour were frequently, with insufficient cause, brought, at 
great inconyenience and expense, from the part of the country 
where they lived to Westminster or Dublin to have the 
matter inquired into by one of the judges of the King’s 
Bench, sitting, probably, in chambers, with the object of 
avoiding the publicity which an examination before the 
justices of the peace in the locality might involve. To 
seeure a public inquiry in the event of such applications to the 
judges of the Court of King’s Bench, and to prevent mere 
malicious proceedings in the future, the 10 & 11 Car. 1, ce. 10, like 
the ing English statute, was passed. That such were 
the objects of the Legislature appears manifest from the preambles 
and operative words of the statutes, both of which are alike in 
phraseology, “ Whereas,” run the preambles of the Acts, “ divers 
turbulent and contentious persons, some out of malice and others 
in the hope of gain, do oftentimes upon their corporal oaths, per- 
enguy. and corruptly taken, or otherwise upon false suggestions 

surmises, procure process of the peace or good behaviour out 
of his Majesty's Courts of Chancery and King’s Bench against 
divers of his Majesty’s quiet subjects, whose abodes and dwell- 
ings are, for the most part, in countries far distant and remote 
from the said courts, to their intolerable trouble and vexation, 
whereas they might, upon good cause shown, receive justice at 
the hands of the justices of the peace in the counties where they 
dwell.” Then come the tive words: “ For remedy whereof 
be it enacted, by the authority of this present Parliament, that all 
process of the ‘peace, o¢ good behaviour, after the end of this 
Parliament to be granted or awarded out of the said courts, or 
either of them, against any person or persons whatsoever, at 
the suit or by the prosecution of any person or persons 
whatsoever, shall be void and of none effect, unless such 


process shall be granted or awarded before the judge or 
] of the said courts respectively sitting in open court,” ke. 
Ia the statutes were passed with the same object as the 
4 & 5W. & M,, ¢. 18, which, as is well known, prohibits the 
filing of 4 criminal information “without express order to be 





given by the Court of King’s Bench in open court.” With a 
similar object the 5 Eliz. ¢. 28,8. 2, provided that the “ writ de 
contumace captendo when brought into the Court of Queen's Bench, 





should there, in the presence of the justices, be opened and de- 
livered of record to the sheriff” (5 Eliz. c. 23,8. 2; 53 Geo. 3, 
e, 127, s. 1; and Enraght’s case, 6 L. R. Q. B. D. 376). In fine, the 
application of the Crown in Reg. v. Davitt and Healy might 
have been made to any one of the Dublin justices of the peace 
who, by virtue of his commission, could order the defendants to 
find the required sureties, and, in default, could commit them to 
gaol. The Crown, however, has elected to apply to the Queen’s 
Bench, and, in so doing, was obliged, under 10 & 11 Car. 1, ¢. 10, 
to make the application in ‘ open court,” whereas, but for the 
existence cf this statute the Attorney-General might have applied 
toa single judge in chambers. It may be added that 10 & 11 
Car. 1, s. 1, also provides that, in the event of the parties who 
make the application failing to substantiate the truth of the 
allegations set forth in the affidavits, they may be muleted in 
costs and damages, ov, in default be committed to prison. 





A coRRESPONDENT asks us, in connection with the recent 
decision in Reg. v. Kay—that the Beer Dealers’ Retail Licences 
Amendment Act, 1882, empowers justices in their discretion to 
refuse renewals of beer licences for the sale of beer not to be 
drunk on the premises where sold—whether or not the decision of 
justices in this matter is subject to appeal? This is an extremely 
important question, and we have been not a little surprised at 
finding it somewhat difficult to answer. The subject must be 
dealt with historically. Before the Act of 1872 there was an 
appeal from refusal to grant, as well as from refusal to renew, 
any of the many kinds of licence. The Act of 1872, in a very 
clumsy manner, abolished the appeal in the case of new licences, 
but retained it in the case of renewals and transfers. This was 
done, or rather attempted to be done (for Reg. v. Smith, L, R. 8 
Q. B. 146, and the consequential enactment of section 27 of the 
Licensing Act, 1874, show how incompletely the work was per- 
formed), by the repeal of sections 27—29 of the Licensing 
Act, 1828, by section 75 of the Licensing Act, 1872, and 
schedule 2, “except in so far as the three” sections in 
question ‘ relate to the renewal or transfer of licences.’’ The 
Beer Dealers’ Retail Licences Act, 1880, we only mention for the 
purpose of stating that it does not seem to affect the question. 
Coming to the Act of 1882, we find that it enacts that, ‘ not- 
withstanding anything in section 8 of the Wine and Beer- 
house Act, 1869, or any Act now in force, the licensing justices 
shall be at liberty, in their free and unqualified discretion, 
either to refuse a certificate . . . or to grant the same,” &e. 
Now, there are two rules of construction applicable to the case. 
The first is that Acts én pari materid are generally read as one, 
“ for all are considered as forming one homogeneous and consistent 
body of law” (Maxwell on Statutes, p. 23), which proposition 
reads rather like a joke in connection with Licensing Acts. 
The second is that an appeal can only be given by express words. 
Which is to prevail? On the whole we are inclined to think the 
former, and that the appeal will be considered to be so far insured 
as not to be subject to abrogation except by express words, which 
do not exist. A further section (3) of the Act, however, declares 
that “ words herein have the same meaning as in the Licensing 
Act, 1872.” Turning to section 74 (the interpretation clause) 
of that Act, we find that “ licensing justices,” “ if not inconsistent 
with the context,’ means “the justices having saredietign in re- 
spect of the grant of new licenses in a licensing district under the 
last-mentioned Act [i.¢., the Act of 1828] as amended by this Act.”’ 
What is or is not consistent with the context of any Licensing 
Act it is very hard to say, but, although this definition seems 
rather to point against the appeal, we cannot think that the 
court would decide so important a point upon a mere interpreta- 
tion clause incorporated by reference, 





A VERY LARGE NUMBER of local authorities have applied for 
licences or provisional orders under the Electric Lighting Act, 
and it has stated that in many eases the application is 
prompted, not so much by the desire of lighting their reapective 
districts themselves, as of preventing the electric light companies 
from doing so; and it will be remembered that one of the leading 
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rules of the Board of Trade, under section 5 of the Act (rule 2), is 
to the effect that local authorities are to have the preference in 
cases where “ariy other authority, company, or person’’ may 
compete with them for the grant of a provisional order. This 
preference, however, is restricted to the application, and when 
the application is once granted, neither the Act nor any rules 
yet made provide for any particular privileges of a local authority 
in supplying the light, nor any exemption from the heayy burdens 
which may be imposed by the Board of Trade under seetion 6. 
This section provides that the undertakers shall be subject to such 
regulations and conditions as may be inserted in any licence or 
provisional order as to (inter alia) the compulsory supply of elec- 
tricity, the securing a regular and efficient supply, the limitation of 
the prices to be charged, and the enforcement of the due perform - 
ance of the duties of the undertakers in relation to the supply of 
electricity by the imposition of penalties or otherwise. 
The corporations appear at last to have become alive to the 
awkward position in which they stand, and the deputation which 
waited on Mr. CoamBertatn on Tuesday was the result. The 
deputation did not receive much consolation from their interview, 
and it is obvious that the corporations will have to consider care- 
fully the course which they should take. We cannot find in the 
rules yet issued any provision for withdrawing an application, 
but we presume that this can be done by any applicant at any 
time; and, perhaps, on considering the difficulties with which 
they will have to contend at the expense of their constituents, we 
may hear before long of pressure being put upon some local 
authorities to leave the field to be fought for by competing 
private companies, On the other hand, though the Act contains 
nothing to authorize, it seems to contain nothing to prevent the 
Board of Trade from granting, licences and orders with less 
onerous conditions to the local authorities then to the companies, 
but whether that Board, which is almost all powerful under the 
Act, will be inclined to do so, or whether it will consider that 
“special circumstances,” within the meaning of rule 2, render 
the preference of the application of the local authority “ inex- 
pedient,” are matters on which we forbear to speculate. 





CoNSIDERABLE EXCITEWENT in connection with the licensing 
question may be expected next session, in consequence of the 
announcement that many separate towns intend to apply for 
separate Acts of Parliament, closing their respective public-houses 
during the whole of Sunday. As it will be inconvenient to discuss 
such a question on the occasion of each separate Bill being 
introduced, it might be well to follow the precedent of the 


-Public-house Closing Act, 1864 (27 & 28 Vict. ¢. 64), and pass or 


not pass, as Parliament should be advised, one general Act applic- 
able to the whole country, but “ adoptive” only—i.e., operative 
only, in districts, the local authorities of which should determine 
to bring it into operation. The “adoptiye’’ Act of 1864—before 
which date public-houses might remain open all night (although 
beérhouses were, soon RNS Rat ate acate aoe nell 
beclased at porticul ar hours varying with the amount of the 
population of their district)—provided by section 5 that, with 
certain exceptions therein mentioned, “no licensed yictualler 
within the limits of the Act should sell or expose for sale, or open 
or keep open any house or other place for the sale or 
consumption of exciseable liquors between the hours 
of one and four o'clock in the morning.” Substitute the words 
“during the whole of Sunday” for “ between the hours of one 
and four o’clock in the morning,” and re-enact the provisions 
regulating the procedure for adopting the Act (which provisions 
were repealed by section 11 of the Licensing Act, 1874, whereby 


the Act was changed from an “ adoptive” to a general one), and 
your Sunday Closing Act is ready to hand, 














A CHELTENHAM CORRESPONDENT has sent us one of the most 
elaborate specimens of the legal acoountant’s cireular we have yet 
seen. It has, he says, been distributed among the tradesmen of 
his town, and it purports to afford, for the moderate sum of 10s. 6d. 
perannum, ‘free legal advice,’’ and offers to prepare “ agree- 
ments, wills, and other documents,” which are to be “ con: 


strueted in a simple, binding, and efficient form.” It is easy to 
under-estimate the harm done by these devices by saying that 
tradesmen soon find out the worthlessness of gratuitous legal 
advice, and of amateur drafts of instruments. Tradesmen, 
no doubt, sooner or later, learn this lesson, but we imagine 
it is a long time before some of them do so, and we believe 
it will be found that these “ societies” and circulars do more 


damage to the profession than is generally supposed. 








LIABILITY FOR ACTS OF ANIMALS. 


A case hus recently been decided in the Queen’s Bench Division 
which has, we understand, been the theme of unusual discussion 
and difference in legal circles. The point was a quaint one, 
but does not seem to require great erudition for its solution. It 
has been, therefore, the more eligible as a topic of general discus- 
sion. It is very curious to observe how difficult cases sometimes 
are to solve which, at first sight, seem to depend on applications of 
the most elementary principles of justice to simple facts. In early 
times popular and picturesque titles were given to cases—as, for 
instance, the “Six Carpenters’ case,” and so this case may be 
known to future generations of lawyers as “ The Ox in the Iron- 
monger’s case.” The facts were as simple as could be. An ox 
driven along a public highway through a town, without any negli- 
gence on the part of those driving him, insists on going into an 
ironmonger’s shop, and before he can be got out does damage to 
the extent of twenty shillings. There seems to have been no 
evidence of any previous misconduct on the part of the ox, or that 
he bore a bad character as a turbulent and unruly ox or one of an 
unduly or unreasonably inquisitive dispesition. Whois to bear the 
loss, the owner of the ox or the ironmonger? The court decided, 
reversing the decision of a county court, that the latter must bear 
the loss; but, from what we have heard, the conclusion that seems 
to commend itself to most of the self-constituted judges of the case, 
at any rate at first sight, is that the ox-owner ought to indemnify 
the ironmonger. The court refused leave to appeal, and in con- 
nection herewith may be noted an awkward conflict of expediencies 
that frequently occurs with regard to these county court appeals. 
We quite think, regarding the particular case alone, that the 
court were right in refusing leaye to appeal in a case where only a 
sum of twenty shillings was at stake ; but, on the other hand, 
trifling cases may nevertheless form important precedents, and it 
seems to us that an important question of principle was involved. 
The judgment of most persons on first hearing of the case seems, 
so far as our observation goes, to be that the person who for his 
own benefit causes oxen or other animals to be driven along a 
highway ought to be responsible for damage done by them on 
adjacent private property ; butthis, like many other rough and 
ready views, on careful consideration, involves much more difficulty 
than those who propound it imagine. 

Tt must be admitted that there are decisions of a Manly 
technical character which, logically carried out, seem to 
great assistance to the view of the supporters of the ironmonger. 
It has been held (and on a previous occasion we have discussed 
the bearings of those decisions) that a man is liable in trespass for 
the acts of animals, his property or under his control, straying 
off his premises on to the soil of ancther. One most notable 
instance of this principle, carried to considerable length, is the 
ease of Ellis v. Loftus Iron Company (L. R.10 C. P. 10), where 
a horse of the defendants’ injured another horse of the plaintiff's 
by biting and kicking it through the fence separating thei 
without any negligence on the defendants’ part. It may be 
—and we think with some force—that if a man is li 
omeets trespassing from his own premises, he must be 
liable for the animal’s trespass on to private property 
highway. This case is oat oes confounded with a case 
the animal injures another’s person or property on the 
without any default of its owner, for there it is clear 
parties use the highway subject te the risk of such conti i 
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But it may be said, what difference can the leeus @ gue the 
trespass of the animal took place make ? the material point is the 
locus in quem—vis., on the private property of the plaintitl, We 





are not careful to discuss this point on purely technical grounds. 
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The distinctions between trespass and case, and such like, may 
have had their advantages in by-gone times, but they have likewise 
produced some confusion of thought by diverting men’s minds 
from the substantial expediencies on which all law really rests. 
The case of an animal ing from the highway on to private 
property is substantially different from that of animals trespassing 
from private property on to private property, the distinction 
between the two cases depending on considerations essentially 
connected with the use of the highway as such. It is obviously 
just that, as between a man haying no animals on his land and one 
having animals, the obligation to fence or take some other means 
so as to restrain the animals should rest on the latter. _The former 
may say, I have no wish to keep animals, and if you choose to keep 
them you must restrain them from coming to eat my corn or grass. 
Though there is, of course, no obligation technically to fence, the 
practical question is, who is to bear the consequence of absence 
of, or defect in, the fence which is practically the usual mode of 
keeping animals in. Regarding the decisions in this way, it is 
obvious that the question with regard to lands adjacent to a high- 
way is substantially different. There is primd facie a public right 
to, and a public advantage in, the use of the highway by the public 
for the usual purposes of trade and traffic, and if the owner of 
adjacent land were allowed to leave the same unfenced, and 
entitled at the same time to make any person driving animals 
along the highway responsible for their straying on to such 
lands, the use of the highway would be restricted or rendered 
onerous by the sweeping liability thus imposed. Let us put 
a case by way of illustration which seems to us to be somewhat 
of a poser for the ironmonger’s champions. Suppose a man 
chooses to leave a field full of tempting corn or grass unfenced 
from a highway, could it be for a moment suggested that it is 
just that he should have an action against every person whose ox 
or other animal, driven along the highway, strayed on such field 
and ate his corn or grass? We should say not, assuming, of 
course, that due diligence was used to drive the animal off speedily 
by his owner. There is not much direct authority on the point 
apparently, but there are dicta, especially some of Lord Bramwell’s, 
which seem to bear out our contention in this respect, and on 
these we believe the court to a great extent acted in the recent 
case. The principle must be, it would seem, that the landowner 
who does not choose to protect his land from the road, cannot 
impose a liability so burdensome to the usual and legitimate use 
of the highway on the owner of animals. But if this be so, is 
there any distinction with regard to the partizular circumstances 
of a shop by the side of a town street as contrasted with a field of 
corn or grass by the side of a road? Can the landowner throw a 
greater or different burden on the person using the highway with 
—— to the particular use to which he puts his adjacent 
and ? 

Altogether, the question seems a very interesting and difficult 
one, and doubtless, in some future case, involving larger damages, 
the question whether recourse should be had on the subject to the 
Court of Appeal may engage the anxious consideration of some 
Jearned counsel properly stimulated in the usual manner, but, at 
present, we do not feel called upon to discuss it further. All we 
would remark is, that the Queen’s Bench Division has at present 
decided it, and that there is, perhaps, more to be said for this 
decision than some who have beguiled leisure time in discussing it 
seem disposed to think. 





It is stated that the expense of preparing the Royal Courts of Jasti 
the opening ceremony bas been about £1,200, sie sis 
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Alderman Lawreses bas given notice that, early next session, be will call 
the attention of the First Commissioner of Works to the necessity of po 
able spproaches being made to the new Law Courts, and move » resolation 
ee bee eka sine eatharttion whe bells the Law Goarte to wake, ox 
ite mate, proper spproaches to same; and that a wide road 
Srow the Birand throwgh Lincoln's-inn-felde is absolutely required. 

The sittings of the courts in London for the trial of § cases com- 
mance’ at the Guildhall on Thursday, Decomber 7, Thise ato over 240 
oy muon toon Gti ant ten 70 are marked to be tried 
by jories, while shout 10 are set down for trial without jarier, It 
pi eee will wed ah, poe of the list, and 
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THE SETTLED LAND ACT. 
¥. 


THREE weeks ago our attention was called by a correspondent to 
the following important question as to the working of the Settled 
Land Act :— 


‘The lord of s manor is tenant for life under 4 will in operation before 
the Act, containing limitations to trustees to preserve contingent remainders, 


but no power of sale. 
‘€ Gan the lord enfranchise copyholds under this Act ; to whom is rotice 


to be given, and who can give a receipt for the purchase-mocey ?” 


In the course of our previous articles we have from time 
to time made remarks upon some of the topics here suggested. 
We propose now to examine them in somewhat greater detail 
than would have been convenient in a general review of the Act. 
The subject is one of great practical importance ; because, though 
limited owners of manors are empowered to enfranchise copy- 
holds under the Copyhold Acts (see 4 & 5 Vict. ¢. 35, s. 56), the 
methods prescribed by those Acts for the application of moneys 
received in consideration of such enfranchisement are narrowly 
restricted in their character (sections 73—75). 

The first question proposed, Can the lord, under the circum- 
stances aforesaid, enfranchise copyholds under the Act ? seems by 
itself to present little difficulty. There can be no doubt that such 
a tenant for life is within the language of section 2, sub-section 
(5), as being “the person who is for the time being under a 
settlement beneficially entitled to possession of settled land 
for his life.” As such, therefore, he “is, for purposes of this 
Act, the tenant for life of that land, and the tenant for life under 
that settlement.”” The language of the Act repeatedly assumes 
that a power of “enfranchisement” (using the word itself) 
resides in the tenant for life (section 4, sub-section (7); section 
18) ; though, as will presently be pointed out, the language of 
the section by which it seems that the power of enfranchisement 
is expressly given to him is perplexed, and perhaps somewhat 
obscure. The tenant for life, under the circumstances supposed 
by our correspondent, has doubtless inherent in him all such 
capacity to enfranchise copyholds as is given by the Act to 
tenants for life in general, and if there is room for any doubt 
touching the practical exercise of this capacity, the doubt can 
refer only to the possibility of performing the conditions subject 
to which the power is made exerciseable. 

Our correspondent seems to assume that these conditions are two 
in number—(1) that notice must be given to some person or 
persons before exercising the power, an assumption which seems 
to refer to section 45 of the Act; and (2) that some person or 
persons must exist capable of giving a valid receipt for the money 
paid by the copyholder in consideration of the enfranchisement, 
which last point seems to refer to the provisions of section 22, 

We have remarked on a former occasion that no literal refer- 
ence to, or express mention of, enfranchisement occurs in section 
45. That section enacts that a tenant for life, when intending to 
make a sale, exchange, partition, lease, mortgage, or charge, shall 
give notice of his intention to each of the trustees of the settle- 
ment, and so forth. The question therefore arises, whether an 
enfranchisement is included by implication in this language. 

We have suggested that the language of section 3, sub-section 
(ii.), which is commonly supposed to’ confer upon tenants for life 
of settled manors the power to enfranchise copyholds, may be 
interpreted to make an enfranchisement “ for purposes of the Act’’ 
a sale—“‘may sell . . the freehold or inheritance of copy- 
hold or customary land parcel of the manor.” This language 
seems, to say the least, to be exceedingly clumsy; for its first 
suggestion is, that the freehold and inheritance may be sold to 
me chance purchaser, apart from the copyhold interest ; and it is 
only Zz the subsequent words, “so as in every such case to effect 
an enfranchisement” that we can gather the true nature of the 
contemplated sale. 

We find considerable difficulty in supposing that such a cum- 
brous and obscure device was purposely adopted in order to bring 
enfranchisement within the language of section 45; but we, 
nevertheless, think it probable that the last-mentioned section 
will be held, by virtue of the reasoning above mentioned, to 
include enfranchisement; and, accordingly, that a tenant for 
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life, who intends to make an enfranchisement by virtue of that 
section, must give the notices therein prescribed. 

The question then arises, to whom the notices should be given. 
Mere trustees to preserve contingent remainders are not, even in 
ordinary parlance, trustees of the settlement. Like a mere seisee 
to uses, they only represent a conveyancing device suggested by a 
rule ‘of law; and, as a matter of fact, they never had in practice 
any trusts to execute. Section 45, sub-section (2), expressly 
provides “‘ that at the date of notice given the number of trustees 
shall not be less than two, unless a contrary intention is expressed 
in the settlement.” We think it would be impossible to contend 
that, if there are no trustees, a tenant for life intending to exercise 
the powers is relieved from giving the prescribed notices. It 
follows that (in the absence of a “ contrary intention,” which, of 
course, could not be “ expressed ’’ in a settlement made before the 
passing of the Act) the powers cannot be exercised until two 
trustees, within the meaning of the above-cited sub-section, shall 
have been appointed. 

The single word “trustees” in section 45, sub-section (2), 
seems to refer back to the words, “the trustees of the settle- 
ment,” in sub-section (1), and, therefore, to be identical there- 
with in meaning. The sense in which this phrase is generally 
used in the Act, is defined in section 2, sub-section (8) :— 

‘The persons, if any, who sre for tle time beinz, under a settlement, 
trusties with power of sale of sett'ed land, or with power of consent to or 
approval of the exercise of such power of sale, or if under a settlement there 
are no such trustees, then the j ersons, if any, for the time being, who are 
by the settlement declared to be trustes thereof for purposes of this Act, are for 
pur poses of this Act trustees of the settlement.”’ 

In the case supposed by our correspondent, it appears that 
there are not, and never can be, any persons who, in either of the 
above-defined senses, “are, for purposes of this Act, trustees of 
the settlement.” Ifthe Act contains any provision applicable to 
se a case, it can only be by virtue of section 38, which is as 

ollows :— 


' “Tf, at any time, there are no trustees of a settlement within the definition 
n this Act, or where, in any other case, it is expedient, for purposes of this 


fit, on the application of the tenant for life or of any other person having, 

under the settlement, an estate or interest in the settled land, . . . 

~_— fit persons to be trustees under the settlement for purposes of this 
ct.” 


The first part of this section seems to suit the circumstances of 
the case ; since there certainly are no trustees of the settlement 
“within the definition in this Act.” 








THE JUDICIAL STATISTICS. 


Crimvat Procespres. 

Ix the number of persons for trial in 1880 there is an incr ease of 16 
but following a decrease, in 1879, of 1,618. The number of persons for 
trial in 1881 was 14,786, of whom 5,850 were brought up at county 
quarter sessions, 2,099 at the Middlesex Sessions, 3,133 at borough 
sessions, 2,536 at assizes, and 1,168 at the Central Criminal Court. Of 
the total number, 28 were admitted as evidence, against 484 no bills 
were found, 2,889 were found not guilty on trial, 23 were acquitted on 
the ground of insanity, and 9 were found insane; 11,353 were found 
guilty, of whom 23 were sentenced to death, 1,525 to penal servitude, 
9,266 to imprisonment, 163 were sent to reformatories, &c., and 376 } 
were fined or discharged on bail. Of the 23 sentenced to death, 11 were 
executed, all being males; of the remaining 12, whose sentences were 
commuted, 4 were females. 


Crown Casts Raservep. 


Twelvo cases were, in 1881, submitted for the decision of the Court of 
Criminal Appeal, in 10 of which the convictions were affirmed, and in 


2 reversed, 
Costs or Crintnat Prosacvrions, 

The return showing thesuma paid by the Treasury on account of 
criminal proseoutions at asaizea and quarter sessions, and at 
Criminal Court, is for the year 1880, The total coat of 
ments was £115,703 4s, Sd., giving an average of £8 lbs, 5d. for each, 
and tho cost of 21,735 summary proceedings was £21,730 10a, 
en average of 19a, 11d, for each, On the former item there 
vf 7d. in the average cost, and in the latter an inorease of 1s, Sd, as com- 
pared with the ayerages of last year, ‘ ken 


Treasury Prosecutions, 


There were 228 Mint cases prosecuted in the year 1881, and the total 
costs paid by the department in these cases amounted to £1,690 3s. 2d. 
The number of all criminal cases, other than Mint cases, prosecuted by 
indictment or otherwise by the Solicitor of the Treasury was 310, and 
the costs incurred in respect of these amounted to £16,231 3s. 6d. In 
1880 the number of Mint cases was 238, and thecosts £1,678 133. 5d. ; 
the number of other prosecutions was 270, the costs of which amounted 
to £15,997 18s. 

Government Locat Paisons. 


There are only 65 local prisons now open of the 113 in existence at the 
commencement of the Prisons Act in April, 1878. The total number of 
s commited to prison was 188,586, of whom 10,955 were remanded 
and discharged, 13,620 were sent for trial at assizes and sessions, 1,264 
were convicted at assizes and sessions not having been previously in cus- 
tody, 150,888 were summarily convicted, 2,379 were committed for want 
of sureties, 7,082 were debtors, and 2,298 were naval and military 
prisoners. In the total number there is a decrease as compared with the 
previous year of 13,166 commitments. The prisoners committed had 
been the subject of previous commitment to the number of 74,744. Of 
this number it appears that 11,644 had been previously committed more 
than ten times, 4,008 eight, nine, or ten times, 4,651 six or seven times, 
5,550 five times, 5,004 four times, 7,299 thrice, 12,039 twice, and 26,549 
once. The return of the ages of prisoners shows that the number 
of crimes is found among persons between the ages of 21 and 30. The 
degree of instruction of 179,206 prisoners is as follows :-—60,840 
could neither read not write, 111,346 could read or read and write imper- 
fectly, 6,589 could read and write well, 147 had received superior instruc- 
tion, and the state of instruction of 284 was not ascertained. As to the 
occupations of these prisoners, we find that 16,064 were of no cecupa- 
tion, 4,676 were domestic servants, 95,452 were labourers, &c., 11,306 
factory workers, 27,366 mechanies and skilled workers, 141 foremer, 
overlookers, &c., 2,936 shopwomen, clerks, &c., 7,963 shop- 
keepers and dealers, 810 exercised professional employments, 4,263 were 
sailcers, soldiers, or marines, and 7,877 were prostitates. At the com- 
mencement of the year the prisons contained 17,329 prisoners ; during 
the year 188,586 were committed and 5,958 removed between local 
prisons, making a total of 211,873 prisoners for the whole year. Of this 
number 193,481 left the prisons, being removed or discharged, &c., 
leaving 18,392 prisoners in local Government prisons at the end of the 
under confinement af any one 


increase of 2,116. There were in prisons daring the year 151 deaths 
from natural causes, 148,548 cases of sickness, of which number 4,993 
were infirmary cases and the remainder elight indisposition; there were 
also 115 cases of insanity. Prison punishmeats were inflicted in 33,441 
cases ; in 158 of these cases it was panishment, ia 1,767 panish- 
ment cells, in 18,895 dietary, ana in 17,621 loss of stage or privilege 
There is a decrease of 4,871 in the total number of panishments for 
prison offences. 
Patsox Orricens. 

The establishment of the local prisons consists of 75 governors and 
deputy-governors, 69 chaplains and assistant chaplains, 69 surgeons and 
assistant surgeons, 197 clerks and schoolmasters and schoolmistremes, 
60 matrons, 1,262 warders, and 271 other sab-officers, making a total of 
2,003, of whom 335 are females. The total number of prison officers 
gives one officer to 8°8 of the daily average number of prisoners. 


Cost or Loca Paras. 


Under three principal headings 

viz., cost of staff, £211,126 ; cost of maintenance of 

and other expenses, £30,113. To these must be added the sam of 
$6,939 9s. 10d. for rates, or contribations in liea of rates, paid by the 
Treasury, and £6,480, the value of the printing, books, and stationery 
supplied by the Stationery Odice. Thus the total cost of these prisons is 
brought up to the sum of £375,548, giving an average cost for each 
prisoner of £20 63. 11d. The total coat of in 1831-2 caanod, by 
reason of a variation in the peried of completing the accounts, be properly 
compared with the total costs ia previous years, bat the average cost per 
prisoner in the previous year was £22 15s. 5d., and, during the last feartren 
years, the highest average was £27 Ss, 4d, in 1872-3, and the lowest was 
£21 123. Td, in 1873-9. The walee of prizoa labour, actual aad eati- 
mated, and the sums received for old stores, amounted te a tefl of 


£137,611. 
Convict Pasar. 

At the commencement of the year 1831-2 there were 10.263 prisoners 
undergoing sentence in convict prisons, and 1,635 mere were received 
during the year, making a total of 11,953. A porta of 
@isposed of as follows —2 were removed te local prieas aad 23 tf 
tunatic asylama, 242 were discharged oa expiration ef their sentenee, 
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in prison. The number of punishments in convict prisons for prison 
offences was as follows—viz., corporal puhishments, 67; punishment 
cells, 85; dietary, 11,161; and loss of class or privilege, 8,946. 


Orricers or Convict Prisons. 


The establishment of convict prisons consisted of 27 governors and 
superintendents, 25 ministers of religion, 69 schoolmasters, Scripture 
readers, and schoolmistresses, 21 medical officers, 11 stewards, 82 clerks, 
me" a 1,510 subordinate officers, servants, and guards, making a total 
of 1,745. 

Cost or Convicr Parsons. 

The total cost of convict prisons was £345,632 7s., and the average 
cost per prisoner was £32 3s. 4d. The value of labour, exclusive of 
employment. in the service of the prisons, was, for 1881-2, 
£217,274 19s. 7d., and the incidental receipts amounted to 
£1,553 2s. 7d. The sums for the previous year were £202,552 4s. 10d. 
and £1,532 0s. 6d. 

Rerormatory ScHoons. 

There are in England and Wales 52 reformatory schools, which are 
intended for persons under the age of sixteen years, who have been 
previously sentenced to at least ten days’ imprisonment. To these 
schools 1,230 offenders were committed in 1880-1 to be detained there 
for periods varying from two up to five yeatr. The crimes which lead 
to these committals were, in 978 cases, larceny, in 79 housebreaking, 
burglary, &c., in 52 vagrancy. At the commencement of the year there 
were in these 52 reformatories 4,794 offendets, 1,233, as before men- 
tioned, were committed during the year, 16 wete received from other 
reformatory schools, 12 from prison, 4 were re-admitted, after abscond- 
ing in a previous year, and 117 returned from licence or leave of absence, 
making a total of 6,176. Of this number it appears that 141 were 
discharged by order from the Secretary of State, 447 on completion of 
their term, 869 were permitted out on licence, leave of absence, or 
service, 43 absconded and were not re-taken, 16 were committed to 
prison for refractory conduct, 14 were removed to other reformatory 
schools, and 35 died, leaving 4,611 under detention at the end of the 
year. The list of previous commitments shows that of the 1,233 com- 
mitted during the year 366 had been previously committed once, 144 
twice, 56 thrice, and 14 four times, while 649 had not been previously 
committed. Of the same total (1,233) 423 could neither read nor write, 
705 could read or read and write imperfectly, 104 could read and write 
well, and 1 had received superior instruction. 


Cost or Rerormarorizs. 

The amount payable by the Treasury on account of reformatory schools 
was £70,527 9s. 9d., being a decrease from the amount of the previous 
year of £2,301 1s. 7d. The amount recovered from parents was 
£5,785 8s. 7d., being a decrease of £229 14s. 11d. 


Mippiesex InpustTaiat Scuoon, 

- The commitments to the Middlesex Industrial School in 1880-1 were 
70 in number, as against 92 in the previous year. The number in the 
schoo] at the commencement of the year was 186, and to this number 
being added 70 who were committed, and 27 who return from licence, we 
find 283 as the total number under detention during the year as against 
250 im the previous year. Of this number 32 were discharged by order 
of the Secretary of State, 23 on completion of their term, 30 were per- 
mitted out on licence, the sentences of 2 were revised, 1 was transferred 
to another school, and 5 were discharged under clause 5 of the Industrial 
Schools Act, leaving 190 under detention at the end of the year. The 
cost per head in this school was £26 93. 11d., and the amount recovered 
from parents £246 4s. 6d, 


InpusraiaL Scuoots. 

The names of 97 industrial schools are given in the return and they 
include 7 school-ships. The number committed to these schools during 
the year was 3,096, being an increase of 108 upon the number of the 
previous year. At the commencement of the year there were 10,466 
children under detention, 4 were re-admitted after absconding, 55 
were received from reformatories or other industrial schvols, and 322 
retarned from leave of absence, with the 3,096 committed, as 
before stated, a total of 13,943 under detention during the year. Of this 
number it appears that 92 were removed to other schools, 2,029 were 
discharged, 70 died, 45 absconded and were not retaken, and 1,165 were 
let out on leave of absence or service, leaving 10,528 under detention at 
the end of the year. The total cost of industrial schools amounted to 
£207 168, as against £199,575 in the ious year, and the amount 
received from parents was £10,811, being £42 less than in 18560, 


Cuimimat Lesarics. 

There were under detention in the year ending ber 29, 1861, 
872 eriminel lunatics, 554 of whom were at B: » and 257 at 
county seylume. Of the whole number 672 were under detention at the 
commencement of the year, 1868 were committed during the year, and 
12 were received {rom other asylums. Of the total number of $72, we 





find that 26 died, 3 escaped, 35 became sane, 12 were removed sane for 
trial or punishment, 11 were removed to other asylums, and 97 ceased 
to be criminals by reason of the expiration of their term of punishment, 
leaving 688 at the end of the year. Among the crimes of which these 
criminal lunatics were guilty 240 were murder, aud 168 attempts at 
mutder. The total cost of criminal lunatics was £29,328, and of this 
amount £1,917 was contributed by county or liberty rates, £334 by 
borough rates or funds, £9,677 by union or parish rates, £16,087 by 
public revenues, and £1,363 by private funds. The average cost per head 
at Broadmoor was £47 4s. 8d.; the lowest average cost was £22 2s. at 
Birmingham. 








THE OPENING CEREMONY AT THE 
ROYAL COURTS. 


Two circumstances have somewhat diminished the satisfaction with 
which the ceremony of Monday has been regarded by the legal profession. 
The first of these was the inadequate space allotted in the hall to the 
junior bar and the solicitors—the classes for whom the opening of the 
new courts possessed the greatost interest. The First Commissioner of 
Works has stated that out of 1,700 available places, 900 were allotted 
to “the various branches of the legal profession,” but out of thts number 
the working branches had a comparatively small proportion allotted to 
them. ‘The officers of the courts and their friends were liberally pro- 
vided for ; and a large number of non-practising Queen’s Counsel and 
their wives were well cared for in the matter of seats, but the working 
part of the profession were rather left out in the cold. Why the front 
row of seats should be chiefly appropriated by distinguished naval and 
military officers, and why celebrated comic and other actors should be 
supposed to be appropriate figures at the opening of new courts of 
justice, are mysteries which we shall not attempt to solve, The other 
circumstance to which we alluded as diminishing the satisfaction of the 
profession was the fact that the so-called opening was symbolical rather 
than real. The ceremony would have gained greatly in impressiveness if 
the judges had left Westminster Hall to return there no more, This, how 
ever, was probably unavoidable, and, barring the circumstance above-men- 
tioned, the arrangements for the accommodation of the spectators were 
extremely good. There was no crowding and no confusion, and no 
one (except a few ancient and agitated Queen’s Counsel) seemed to have 
any difficulty in reaching his place. The learned judges had, 
the least agreeable experiences of any of the assembly. ‘They had 
hardly posed themselves on the dais in majestic array, when they were 
prematurely summoned by an excited messenger to commence their 
progress down the hall, and when this progress was ended the érmine 
and scarlet detachment -had an unpleasant ten minutes or so of waiting 
in a huddled group at the south end of the hall, in close proximity to 
cutious spectators, until the Queen arrived. It is to be hoped that all 
the criticisms which were passed in their neighbotirhood did not reach 
their ears. The return procession to the dais was accomplished satis- 
factorily, and the short address of the First Commissioner of Works, 
in offering the key to the Queen, having been accomplished, the most 
interesting moment of the ceremony occurred when the Queen, in a 
clear, ringing voice, with admirable emphasis, read her address as 
follows :— 


“‘ My Lord Chancellor,—I deliver into your charge with this key the care 
of these courts of law. I trust that the uniting together in one place of the 
various branches of judicature in this my Supreme Court will conduce to the 
more ¢fticient and speedy administration of jastice to my subjects, and I have 
all confidence that the independence aad learning of the judges, supported by 
the integrity and ability of the other members of the profession of the law, 
will prove in the future, as they have been in times past, a chief security for 
the rights of my Crown and the liberties of my people.” 


ca Lord Chancellor, standing in front and to the right of the Queen, 
replied :— 

“May it please your Majesty,—In the name and on behalf of the 
assembled judges of your Majesty's Supreme Court of Judicature, I accept the 
charge which your Majesty les been pleased t> lay upon me; and I ask 
permission to offer to your Majesty the bumble expression of our loyal 
devotion to your Majesty’s person ani throne, and of our gratitude for the 
part which your Majesty has been graciously pleased to take in the solemnity 
of this day, This building, now complete, was authorized by your Majosty, 
with the concurrence of Parliament, in the year 1865, and it has been in 
progress for more than eight years, under the hands of a great architect, to 
whom it has not been permiited to see this daye Your Majesty, whose 
strength of sympathy is so well known to us all, will, I am sure, share the 
feelings of your gs when they think of those who are no longer with us 
—of the architect whom we have lost, and of that good) prelate, venerable as 
much for his wisdom and learning as for his great office, and from whose lips 
we might have hoped, not many days since, to hear the Divine blessing in- 
voked upon us to-day, Man passes away, but his works remain, 
building, we trast, will remain to a remote posterity one of the most 
magnificent publio works of the time in which we live. Those Royal Courts 


o Fastin satly oongh to satisfy even those who are most accustomed to 
Westminster Hall, w not, like ‘Westeniaster Hall, recall the memories of 
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Norman or P:antagenet, of Tador or Stuart Kings; but they will be for ever 
associate! with the name of your Majesty and with the glories of a reign 
happy, beyond all which have preceded it, in those qualities of the Sovereign 
which haye caused your Majesty to ba so universally beloved aad revered, in 
the advancement of. all the arts of civilization, and in the general peace and 
prosperity of the British people. Among the legislative improvements 
which have distinguished your Majesty's reign, not the least bas beeo the 
consolidation and union of the several branches of the Supreme Judi- 
cature, which formerly exercised divided jurisdiction. To give fall effect 
to that go change it was necessary that the different courts and offices 
should be brought together in one edifice, fit for the duties which they have 
to perform. This has at last been done, and your Majesty, by your gracious 
presence bere to-day, bas given a signal proof of your care for that justice 
which will here be administered in your name. It was, indeed, fitting and werthy 
of your Majesty that these Royal Courts should be dedicated to their futare 
use by the Sovereign of these realms, whose noblest prerogatives are justice and 
mercy, and from whom all jurisdiction witbia the British dominions is derived. 
Your ye fh jadges are ges sensible of their own shortcomings and of 
their need of that assistance which they have constantly received from the bar 
of England and from other members of the legal profession ; but, encouraged 
by your Majesty’s gracious approval, and haviog before them the examples of 
a long line of illustrious predecessors, they bave endeavoured, and will always 
endeavour, to fulfil the great duties intrusted to them with fidelity to your 
Majesty, with zeal for the public service, with firmness, impartiality, and 
integrity, in the fear of God, and witbout fear of man. That they and their suc- 
cessors nat be enabled truly to do justice within these walls as longas the British 
name shall endure; that the blessing of the Almighty may rest apow their 
labours ; that the law which they administer miay ever be a terror to evil- 
doers and a strength and support to those who have tight on their side; and 
that your Majesty may be preserved for many futare years, still to shed fresh 
lustre upon a throne fou on law, sustained by justice, and established in 
the heasts of your Majesty’s people, is the fervent prayer of all the judges 
of your Majesty's Supreme Court of Judicature, for whom, on this august 
cecasion, it has been my privilege to address your Majesty.” 


The Chancellor’s address, though it seemed rather lengthy, was 
admirable. His voice was a little unsteady at first, and some nervous- 
ness was patdonable. No than can ever have spoken to more critical 
hearers. Probably a Lord Chancellor will never again be called upon to 
address the Sovereign in the presence of all the judges, the leaders of the 
bar, and the members of the lature, The allusions to the architect 
and to the Primate were in excellent taste; and it was impossible not to 
admire the happy turn with which the speaker passed to his next point. 
The Archbishop of York read a prayer in loud tones, which were heard 
in every part of the hall, and then a little hitch occurred. The Queen 
turned to the Prince of Wales and subsequently to Sir William Harcourt, 
who was apparently unprepared for the part he was now called upon to 
take in declating the building open. After some preliminary fumbling 
with his and glasses, however, the Home Secretary accomplished 
his task very satisfactorily. After the trumpeters had celebrated the 
event by an eat-piercing fanfare said to have been composed for the 
occasion, the Attorney-General prayed her Majesty to direct the proceed- 
ings of the day to be entered upon the records of the Supreme Court, 
and the Lord Chancellor signified it as the Royal will that “ the thing 
should be done as prayed.’ The following address was then presented 


Inns of Court on behalf of the inns :— 


“ May it please eae Majesty,—The four Inns of Court ventare to approach 
your Moejesty aa an expression yy their gratitade for the honour cn 
Majesty has conferred on the nation by gracing with your augast presence the 
opening of the Royal Courts of Justice. Scattered as they have hitherto 
been, the courts of law will, in the future, be assembled under one roof, to 
the material advactege.of all your Majesty’s subjects. Regret may arise at 
the severance of the ancient legal connection with Westminster Hall, but this 
will give place to satisfaction that the distinctions which formerly prevailed 
between the two great branches of law and equity bave now ceased, ani that 
the fasion will h+nceforth be symbolized by their administration as one in 
this magnificent building. The Inns of Coutt gratefally avail themselves of 
this opportunity to e those feelings of devotion and loyalty to the Crown 
which the members of these institutions have at ali times cherished.” 


Next followed the presentatioa of the following address :— 


** May it please your Majesty,—We, your Majesty's most datifal and loyal 
abject the President, Vine Pissitest, and Council of the Incorporated Law 


Society of the United dom, beg leave humbly to approach your Majesty 
with Ap eather of eet profound attachment Unio we, and the members 


guished 

VS paiecmag og Rf ber ploraythy velo fern mage ad the ices ot 
astice, opened under the happy auspices Ny 

hie Royal Highwees the Prince of Wales, as on lapels ai Se re foet 


has in the past conspicuously shone around the time-honoured precincts of 
Westminster Hall.” 


To this the following reply was “taken as read” :-— 


“‘ T recsive with satisfaction this loyal address from a representing 
that branch of the legal pudeeded on Channtebtie pt pn administra- 
tion of justice largely depends. 

‘I congratulate you on the completion of a work which I trust will 
greatly contribute to the advantage of my subjects.” 

The procession was then reformed, the jadges passing in single file 
before her Majesty, and after bowing to the assembly, the Queen left the 
hall. In the Great Quadrangle an address was to her 
Majesty from the workmen engaged in the construction of the building. 


_— ey 





REVIEWS. 


THE MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY ACT, 1882, 


Tue Marrten Women’s Paorgaty Act, 1882; wira ax Istaopccriox 
AND CxiTicaL aND Exetaxatory Norzs, &c. By H. Anruce Surrz, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 

Tue MaArriep Women’s Prorexry Act, 1882; wrra Israopcctiox, 
Scumary, Nores, Cases, axp Paecepents, &c. By J. 8. Resensrers, 
Solicitor. Waterlow Brothers & Layton. 


Mr. Smith’s book is a careful and usefal little treatise. Its plan 
differs from that of many of the other books on the subject. i 
himself in his introduction to a very brief outline of the sfalus of 
married women at common law, the author gives, under the appropriate 
sections, summaries of the law relating to the subject in hand before the 
Act, and of the alterations effected by the Act. These summaries are 
concise and well arranged, and many of the author's remarks as to 
the effect of the new legislation are thoughtful and suggestive. 

Mr. Rabenstein’s book is framed somewhat on the model of his usefal 
work on Conveyancing Costs. He gives in his introduction a general 
account of the law reiating to the property of married women, and of 
the statutory changes. Then follows a summary of the Act with accom- 
panying note, and the Act is subsequently printed in full. We are 
doubtful whether this system of summarizing the sections, 
very successful az regards the Remuneration Order, can be of much 
advantage when applied to such an Act as the Married Women’s 
Property Act, as to which the practitioner will always desire to have 
before him the exact words of the sections above the explanatory motes. 
Mr. Rabenstein’s notes are, however, usually sensible and practical. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


LEGAL ACCOUNTANTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 
Sir,—I send herewith a circular which has been distributed amongst 
the tradesmen of this town. From it you will see that 
ten shillings and sixpence per annum the members of 
have “ free legal advice,” can make private arrangements with creditors, 


notice the clauses inside the cirealar—Nos. £ and If. 
inroads now being made on our profession are so serious that it will scon 
not be worth following. 


ships and proxies ; (11) agreements, wills, and other documenta, &c. ; 
(17) debts recovered. 
Under the heading “The Sotiety’s Departments 

ing with first page)" we fiud the following observations (the 
italics ate in the original) :— 
1, Traders and others, unable buat anxious to pay their way, can have 


performed by this society. 
4. We give advice freely at out offices zo0n most qaestiona to all 





. 
tare lustre which | members; those ving at a distance enclosiig three stamps te cover 
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expenses will be answered through the post. This system of legal agency 
is entirely our own, and will, we trust, prove a real boon to thousands who 
cannot afford to pay for professional assistance. 

5. We arrange in a friendly manner all disputes between conflicting 
parties, acting as mediators, and by our influence and legal knowledge 
prevent the costly and vexatious appeal to the law courts. 

6. We accept the office of “ receivers” and “‘ trustees” for insolvent 
estates, undertake “‘ proxies’ for creditors, and so obtain most satisfactory 
settlements for clients. 

1l. These [f#.¢., agreements, wills, and other documents], are con- 
structed in a simple, binding, and efficient form; precision und brevity 
being our guaranty of enconomy. 

17. Our debt recovery business is greatly increasing under our novel 
and effective method of securing both money and trade. We can prove 
the debts and obtain judgment, without option of ‘‘ payment by instal- 
ments,” in most cases. Debtors removing anywhere within our extensive 
districts can generally be traced and bad debts recovered. 

Terms—Member’s annual subscription 10s. 6d., which includes free 
legal advice (No. 4), private information, &c. Special terms for all other 
business on application. 

A written note on the circular intimates to the recipient that, “Our 
Mr. Bailey will have pleasure in waiting upon you during week.” ] 





THE BEER DEALERS’ RETAIL LICENCES (AMENDMENT) 
ACT, 1882,-KAY », JUSTICES OF DARWEN. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to your remarks on this case, ante, p. 63, please state 
whether you consider the decision to go to this, that the justices at the 
annual licensing meeting may at their discretion, and without appeal, 
refuse the renewal of off-beer licences, or whether their refusel is subject 
to appeal to the quarter sessions—in other words, whether these off 
licences, which heretofore have enjoyed a privileged position as regards 
the exercise of magisterial discretion, are now in a worse position than 
other licences. 

I assume it is clear that, as regards other licences, an appeal lies to the 
quarter sessions when the renewal is refused. 

I have scen no note of Kay v. Justices of Darwen which necessarily 
implies that the decision goes the length suggested, but it is, I believe, 
generally supposed that it does so. The difference between a discretion 
subject to, or free from, appeal is, of course, in practice an important one. 

A Justices’ Cierk. 


[See observations und2r head of “ Current Topics.””—Ep. 8. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Soricrtor awn Cirenr—Partxersuirp—Deposir or Deeps or Firm By 
one Partwer witu Ciient.—In a case of Hills v. Reeves, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 2nd inst., the question arose whether a client of a firm of 
solicitors, who had obtained possession of some deeds belonging to the firm, 
as security for money of hers which had been misappropriated by one of the 
partners, and for which the firm was liable to her, was entitled to retain the 
deeds as against the receiver in an action to take the accounts of the partner- 
ship and to wind up the business, she having obtained possession of the 
deeds by means of an act of the defaulting partner, done without any express 
authority of the firm. The partnership action was commenced in 1878 by 
the representatives of a deceased partner against H., the defaulting partner, 
and opens who had retired ; and in February, 1879, an order was made to 
take the accounts, and H. and one of the plaintiffs were appointed receivers 
of the partnership assets. In November, 1879, H., being pressed by the 
client for information as to the security on which her money was invested, 
gave her a memorandum stating that certain ified deeds were deposited 
with him for safe ing on her behalf. This was done without the autho- 
rity of the court and wi the knowledge of the co-receiver. About the 
same time H., without the knowledge of nye Yn gp ener the deeds 
in a box which was marked with the name of the client, and she subsequently 
obtained possession of the box with the deeds in it. The deeds were t 
property of the firm, Kay, J., held (30 W. R. 439) that the transaction 
could not be supported as against the receivers, ordered the client to 
deliver up the without prejudice to any claim as against H. prmcnelly. 

) 


The Court of A J B., and Corromx and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the dithdenGeesatives Ravenscroft, Hills, 4 Woodward ; Uiller $ Miller. 


Couraxs—Votes oy Susnznorpers—Paoxy—Arrestation.—In a case 
A Harben v, Phillips, betore the Court Fw Gy alae nee question 
ATOM 4S oe validity of some proxies by some shareholders of a 

voting on some resolutions submitted to a general mecting, 
The articles of association be a 


The provided clause 66) that proxies must 
Sellen, aul tet the digution of too heobate aad te thet tee 
witness. Ancther Clause (68) provided that proxies should be “ in the follow- 


en contained an attestation clause, Afterwards, 





96 was repealed, and a new clause 68 was sub | 


stituted, which provided that proxies should be “in the following form,” 
and the form given varied in several respects from the original form, and 
(inter alia) it contained no attestation clause. The special resolution did not 
purport in any way to alter clause 66. After the passing of this special 
resolution, a number of unattested proxies were tendered at a general meet- ~ 
ing, and the question whether certain resolutions were or not | 
depended on the validity of those proxies. Chitty, J., held that clause 66 — 
remained in full force, and unaffected by the special resolution which had 
altered clause 68, and that, nmyry, carved the unattested proxies were — 
invalid ; and this view was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Corron and 
Bowen, jan tek It was urged that the provision as to attestation was @% : 
directory merely, and not essential to the validity of the proxies. But the ~ : 
court said that there was no right to vote by proxy independently of the ‘ 
contract between the shareholders. The right so to vote depended entirely : 
on that contract, and the provisions of the contract as to the form of the 

proxies and the mode in which they were to be executed were essential to 

their validity, and must be strictly followed; otherwise the proxies were a 
nullity.—Soxicrrors, Bircham & Co.; Hollams, Son, § Coward. 








Company—Contract ror Sate or SHares—‘ Catt ’’—ConpitionaL Con- 
TRACT— DIVIDEND DECLARED BEFORE CaLL MADE—UsaGE oF Srock 
Excuance—Contractinc Parties not Memsers.—In a case of Lemmon 
v. Webster § Co., which was before the Ccurt of Appeal at Westminster 
on the 29th ult., a question arose upon a contract for the sale of shares 
under the following circumstances :—It was agreed between the plaintiff 
and the defendants, a firm of chartered accountants, that the defendants 
should have the “call,” for a certain specified time, for 1,000 shares 
belonging to the plaintiff in the Zoedone Company (Limited). In the course 
of the period specified the defendants called for the shares, which were duly 
transferred to them. Prior to their call, however, a dividend had” been 
declared by the Zoedone Company, and the question arose who was entitled 
to the dividend thus declared. The defendants relied on the usage and 
practice of the Stock Exchange, subject to which, they averred, the agree- 
ment had been made. According to that usage and practice, they contended 
that they were entitled to the dividend, and accordingly paid to the plaintiff : 
greed upon for the shares, less the amount of the dividend, 


the amount a 
The plaintiff brought an action to recover the amount thus deducted. 
Hawkins, J., at the trial gave judgment for the plaintiff for £100 and costs, 
and the defendants appealed. The Court of Appeal (Baccatiay, Brert, and 
Linpiey, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeel. Baacatay, L,J., said the contract 
was contained ina letter from the defendants to the plaintiff, in these terms: 

“ Dear Sir,—It is understood that we have the call from you of 333 Zoedone 
shares at 13; 333 ditto at 2; 334 ditto at 2}, until the end of January; 
though we hope to call much sooner.—Yours faithfully, Jas, Hume, 
Webster & Co.” It was said that, although this was a conditional contract, 
the defendants were entitled to any accretion; but the Privy Councit had 
decided that no such equitable right could arise while a contract was subject 
to an option. Therefore, only after the call was made—i.e. after the con- 
dition was performed—could the defendants support their claim to dividends. 
As the parties to the contract were not members of the Stock Exchange, the 
meaning of the term “ call” and the practice of the Stock Exchange were © 
immaterial. Brerr and Linptzy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same ~ 
effect, the latter observing that there was no contract which gave the | 
defendants the right to call for any particular shares, and that no equitable { 
ownership could arise where there was no definite subject-matter to which — 
it could attach.—Soxicrrors, Lionel B. Mozley ; Fredk. Heritage, 





Mixes—Deroaation From Grant—InJur¥ TO ADJOINING Mine.—On 
the 29th ult., the Court of Appeal (Jesset, M.R., aod Corron and Bowen, 
L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Kay, J., ina case of Mundy v. The Duke of Rut- 
land (30 W. R. 635). The action was brought to restrain an att improper 
interference with some coal mines of which the plaintiffs were lessees under 
the Dake of Rutland, On the 19th of January, 1866, the Duke let to the 
plaintiffs the uoworked portions of two seams of coal, called the Main Soft 
and the Deep Hard, lying under a part, comprising about 196 acree, of an estate 
of 900 acres belonging to him, for a term of forty and a half years from 1862, The 
lease contained a covenant by the lessees to leave unworked and uninjured a 
certain barrier of coal which divided the demised seams from some abandoned 
workings on the Duke’s land, which were fall of water. It was agreed that 
nothing should prevent the Duke or his tenants from working any coal under 
the lands demised, and not expressly incladed in the demise, but that they 
should have such powers and privileges with respect to the last-mentioned coal 
as if the demise had not been made, provided always that in exercising such 
= and privileges the working of the coal demised by the lease should not 

prevented or unnecessarily interfered with, and that reasonable compensa- 
tion should be made to the lessees for any necessary interference with their 
workiogs. In October, 1876, the Duke granted a lease to the Manners 
Colliery Company of all the seams of coal lying below the Deep Hard, under 
the whole of the 900 acres, including the seams under the barrier and under 
the seams beyond it which had been previously let by the Duke to the plain- 
tiffs. Immediately below the Deep Hard:seam was a seum of coal called the 
Piper, and lower still was another seam called the Kilburn, The Manners 
Oompany sunk a shafs to the Kilburn seam, and then began to drive a heading 
downto the barrier, with the view of passing under it and working the 
Kilburn seam under the barrier and onder the seams demised to the plaintiffs. — 
bie wae ge alleged that the Duke intended to permit the Manners Company — 
to take and carry away the coal under the barrier, and that by so en they 
would injnre the barrier 60 as to let the water through into tho plaintiffs’ 
workings, The Manners Company claimed a right to do this, Tho — 

laintifs claimed an injunction prevent the defendan‘'s from work- 
pg the goal under barrier #0 a6 to fnjuro the  platntifiv’ 


. 
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jon as to the Kilburn seam’ 
was, what was the meaning 
is lordship confessed that, after 
t know what the meaning was. 
t of the provisoes on the rights 
that a lessor could not, in the 
ts which he had granted to his 
no right to let down the seams which he 
the barrier so as to let in the 
argumeut of the appellants went to 
r seam, and so destroy the subject. 
could not bring his mind to 
rate, it was for the 
im, and he had not 


ena an inj 

plaintiffe’ we 
having heard an elaborate argoment, he did n 
‘The question, however, was, what was the efec 
“of the plaintiffs under the lease. It was plain 
‘absence of agreement, derogate from the righ 
lessee. The Dake bad, therefore, 
had demised to the 
‘water to the plaintiffs’ workings. The 
this extent, that they could work the Pi 
matter of the plaintiff’ demise, His lo 
‘Delieve that that was what the parties intend 
-landlord to show that he had sach a power reserved to 
done so. But his lordship was not satisfied by the eviden 
working of the Kilburn seam would bring down the barri 
the experts was most contradictory. He, 
this fact should be ascertained by the 
appointed by the court. Of course, his 
it would assist them in‘coming to a concl 
concurred.—Sorictrors, G, L, P. Eyr 


plaintiffs, or to let down 


ier. The evideace of 
therefore, thought it desirable that 
report of an independent expert 
report would not bind the court, but 
usion. Corroy, L.J., and Bowen, L.J > 
¢§ Co. ; Torr & Co.; C. J, Foster, 





EasEMENT—Fascra—Leases oF Two TENEMENTS BY ComMMoN OwnEr— 
Parcet.—On the 30th ult., the Court ot 
and Corron and Bowen, L,JJ.) affirmed the 
4n the case of . Francis 
action was brought to 
‘from ‘interfering with a fascia which was fixed 
and which — been — 

ting up their names 
om The two houses belonged to the same 
them to different tenants. The’ defendan 
which led to a court in which the plaintiff 
in gaestion was attached to the defendant’ 
entrance to the court. The Court of Appeal 
ground that the fascia, though attached to the 
been treated and demised as 
Webb § Son; A. G. Ditton. 


1 (Jzsset, M.R., 
écision of Kay, J., 

v. Hayward (30 W. R. 744, L. RB. 20 
i restrain the defendant 


of the plaintiff's houses for 
the business which they carried 
landlord, who had demised them 
t's house extended over a passage 
house was situate, and the fascia 
house immediately above the 
affirmed the decision, on the 
defendant's house had always 
part of the plaintiff's house.—Sotictrors, M. 


Rovau PALACE—PRIvVILEGE—EXEMPTION FROM JURISDICTION OF Court— 
—In a case of Combe v, De la Bere, before the Court 
» the question arose whether the Houses of 
are, as a Royal palace, exempt from the juris. 
The application was for a prohibition to Lord 
proceeding to enforce a sentence of deprivation of a benefice, 
gainst the plaintiff, on the ground (inter alia) 
he pronounced sentence, sat in a committee room 
hat he was thus sitting in a place not within his 
- Chitty, .J. (81 W. R. 24), refused the application, and his 
the Court of Appeal (Jessrr, M.R., and Corron 
BL, M.R., said that the contention was, firat, that the 
part of the ancient Royal Palace at Westminster ; 
that, though that palace was now used for the 
two Houses of Parliament, it 
exemptions which had ever attached to it as 
lordship was not satisfied that the room 
‘had ever formed part of the ancient 
it had, the nature of the privilege which 
Tt was for those who alleged that there was 
for the court to say. with certainty what all t 
From the modern cas3s 
the opinicn of the judges generally that the resid 
to establish the exemption or privilege cl 
, the court ought not now to say that there was such a 
claimed attaching to a palace per se, 
n’s residence there, especial! 
uestion, whether a palace or not, 
residence of the Sovereign. 
lorrors, Brook, Jenkins, § Co. ; Solicitor to the 


‘Houses or ParRLiaMent, 
of Appeal on the 
/Pattiament at Westminster 

‘dietion of the courts of law. 


-whioh he had pronoun 
that Lord Penzance, when 
‘inthe House of Lorde—t 


‘and Bowen, L.JJ.). Jess 
‘oom in question formed 


a Royal palace. His 
stood upon ground which 
palace, Bat, even assuming that 
was claimed muat be looked at. 
risdiction to show it, and not 
e old cases which had been 
it appeared to have been 


lordship’s opinion 
independently of the 
y Po ni was notorious beg = Lays iu 
was devoted to purposes ifferent from 

nN, L.J., and Rouen LJ, 
Treasury ; Moore ¢ 


n’s SumMons—-Srourtty—Bawxrvrroy Act, 1869, 
before the Court of Appeal 
the proceedings on a 
of the debt claimed, 
bt, he being solvent, 
the debt, In the present case the 
st of some overdue promissory notes which had 
lebtor in favour of a third 


Banxruptoy—Dpro 
8. 7—Orver 14,.—In a case of Ex parte Jackson, 
on the 30th ult., » question arose whether, on 

tor’s summons, and pen 
the debtor ought to be 
and there. being a Lond 
summons was issued in re 


alleged, they bed been indorsed for 
The deter applied to the Co 
the ground that the notes had not been indo 
(editor ; that they had been indersed to him 

and that the debtor had a 
There was nothing 


the trial of the valid 
‘© give seourity for the 


person, by whom, it 

valae to the summon z reditor 

to dismiss the summons, on 

pb ony to hy Baggy 

m as n t 

ood defence by way of set-off 
show that the debtor was ingolvent, 


‘The registrar dismissed the summons. Tho registrar decided the case without 
on the counsel for the debtor, and he 
witnesses whom he had 


Jusenn, M. d 


mest the registrar to 
@ examination of the T 
on and Bowan, L.JJ,) held that 
ut that the debtor should have been 








required to give security for the debt. Jessex, M.R., said that had 
culy fo aay tow whether thee Seed Org oir ig leg erage 
action. On the evidence his lordship thought that he Thus the law on 
point was laid down in Ez parte Sewell (28 W. R. 286, L. R. 13 Ch, D 
267). In that case there was no insolvency, and there was a bona fide dispute 
as to the debt, and James, L.J., said, “I think the proper order to make will 
be to stay the proceedings on the summons, on the terms of the appellant's 
bringing the sum claimed into court to abide the result of an action. I think 
there was a Jona fide dispute about the debt, and there ia no insolvency. These 
summonses are always more or le:s vexatious when the man who is summoned 
. ag ne gas | the debt claimed was only © ae ae wise 5 es a 
arge sum the practice was to require security to iven instead of payi 
the amount into court. And ee and Thesiger, LJJ., pat 
this decision. No doubt, Taesiger, L.J., added, “I that the procaed- 
ings on the sammons ought to be stayed, and I do not dissent from their being 
stayed, only on the terms of security being given. But I assent to that only 
because it nepeas to be in accordance with the previous decisions of the 

in cases in which the weight of the evidence is in favour of the creditor. 
Bat for these decisions I should have thought that the proceedings ose to 
be stayed unconditionally.” But, so far from laying down any new rule 
agreed in the order proposed by the other judges, because he was bound by the 
previous decisions, This applied exactly to the present case. As to the course 
which the pooooting: took before the registrar, his lordship said that he 
imputed no blame to the respondent’s counsel. He himself when he was at 
the bar always accepted a decision in his favour when it was offered to him, 
without asking the jadge to hear his evidence, and risked the chance of an 
appeal. In the present case it was open to the respondent's counsel to ask the 
judge to hear his evidence, and the Goart of Appeal could hear that evi 

now, or could send the case back to the registrar to take it. Bat, baying 
told by counsel what the nature of the evidence would be, his lordshi Bough 

the 


i 


if 


p 
that i¢ would cot alter the order which the court now proposed to , 
Corrox, L.J., said that if it appeared that the evidence which respond- 
ent’s counsel was prepared to adduce would alter the proposed order, h 
ought to have an opportunity of adducing it. Bat it did not appear that 
it would. The requiring the debtor to give security did not depend solely 
on bis solvency or insolvency. If there was a probability of the creditor's 
success in an action, the ore solvency would es deprive the ay of its 
power to require security to be given on stayi @ proceedings on the sum- 
mons. Ae eg L.J., said that common mane saaieed to require that the 


debtor in a worse position, than if a summons were being beard in chambers 
under order 14 for leave to defend an action against the debtor. If leave to 
defend the action would be given only on the terms of the defendant's giving 
security for the debt, then security ought to be required on staying the pro- 
ceedings on the summons.—Soxicirors, Tibbitts & Son; Lewis $ Lewis, 


Poptrc Carrter—Lien ror Fretegnt—Bankevrrcy—Recerver—Covrt 
oF Bayxrurrcy—Jurispicrion.—In a case of Er parte The Great Western 
Railway Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 30th ult., a question 
arogs a8 to the lien of a railway company for fre'ght on goods intrasted to 
them for carriage. Bushell carried on basiness as a t-a and coffee 

in London and Liverpool, and at various other towns in England and Scot- 
land. In April, 1882, he opened a ledger or credit account for freight with the 
Great Western Railway Company, by the terms of which an account of the 
charges due by him to the company for the carriage of goods was to be 
rendered monthly, and the account was to ba discharged by paymentin fall of 
the sum shown to be due withia seven days after delivery of the account, 
failing which payment, ‘interest was to bs ——— on the unpaid account. 
It was further agreed that the goods sent by Bushell should be subject to a 
poe lien in favour of the company for all moneys dus to the company 
rom him on any account, and that in case of bankruptcy the lien should take 
effect immediately for any sums appearing due in the books of the company. 
Oa the 8th of September, 1882, Bushell filed a liquidation petition, and on 
the 9th of September the Coart of Bankruptcy appointed a receiver of his 
property and a manager of his business. The receiver and maeager, with the 
view of carrying on the business, purchased some goods in Loadoa, which were 
forwarded by the Great Western Railway to Birmingham, and other towns 
where Bushell carried on business, for delivery at his respective places of 
business in those towns. The company having had notice of the liquidation 
petition, asserted that, under their agreement with Bushell, they had a li 
on the goods, and they refused to deliver them up anless the whole 


li 


which Bushell owed them for the freight of goods previously carried for him 
was paid to them. The receiver then informed the company that the goods 
were his property, and thathe had bought them with his own money. The 
com » however, still declined to deliver them, and the receiver, in order to 
obtain the goods, paid the company under protest a sum uf £50. He thea 
applied to the court for an order that the company should refwad the £59, 
and Mr, Registrar Hazlitt, acting as Chief Judge, ordered them to. rafand it, 


The company appealed, and it was on their behalf that the agreement 
entitled them to a lien, and also that the Court of Bankruptey had ne jaris- 
dictionover them. Jasszt, M.R., said that, ae to the merits of the casa, the 
company had made a mistake. The agreement with Bashell gave thea ae 

on the receiver's goods, They would have had no defence to an 

bim. But, as to the question of jurisdiction, he did net see what right 
Court of Bankruptcy had to make the order, The company, however, had 
chosen also to argue the case on its merits, and therefore the order woald be dis 
charged without costs, This would bo without prejudive to an action — 
Sourcrrors, R. R. Nelson ; Hiadson, Mither, # Verwen. 


Dramacn—Locat Boano—Riout 10 DRAIN UNTO Sawak OF ADJOIN: 


tro Disratot—Manpatoar Lxiuxcriox—Maracronis er, ° 
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1855, 8. 136—Poptic Heath Act, 1875, 8, 17.—It a case of The Attorney- 
General ¥. The Acton Local Board, before Fry, J., on the 220d ult., a question 
srosé as to the right of the local board of a district immediately adjoining the 
district of the Metropolitan Board of Works to send the sewage of their 
district through a draib, formerly a natutal stream, into the metropolitan 
system of drainage, and thus to increase the expense incurred by the Metto- 
politan Board in pumping the sewage which pass through their main drain to 
a higher level. Before the incorporation of the Metropolitan Board the houses 
in the adjoining parishes of Acton and Hammersmith were dra‘ned into a 
stream called Stamford Brook, which flowed through both parishes and ulti- 
mately into the Thames, the drainage of both parishes being under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Metropolitan Commissioners of Sewers. The Metropolitan Boar! was 
incorporated by the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, the district assigned 
to them including the parish of Hammersmith, but not the parish of Acton. 
By section 185 of the Act that part of Stamford Brook which was wichin the 
patish of Hammersmith was vested in the Metropolitan Board, who afterwards, 
in carrying out the duties imposed on them by the Act, intercepted Stamford 
Brook, and thus carried the sewage into their main drainage system. The 
houses iu Acton parish continued to be drained into Stamford Brook, 
where it passed throogh that parish, and as new houses were built they were 
drained in the same way. Between 1855 and the commencement of the action 
in 1877 a large number of new houses had been built in Acton parish, which 
were drained into S‘amford Brook. A local board was, in 1866, foimed for 
the parish, under the Public Health Acts, and the drainage of the parish then 
came ubder their jurisdiction. The Metropolitan Board claimed an injanc- 
tion to restrain the local board from authorizing or directing the sewage of 
their district to flow through Stamford Brook into the drains of 
the Metropoliten Board. It was urged on behalf of the defendants 
that they and the Metropolitan Board being both statutory creations, 
avd the defendants being under a statutory obligation to drain their 
own district, the ordinary role that a landowner who has a prescriptive 
tight to drain into his neighbour's land has no right to increase the 
burden on his neighbour, did not apply, bat that the defendants were ea- 
titled to send all the sewage of their distriot throogh Stamford Brook into 
the drains of the Metropolitan Board, and the defendant expressly claimed 
the right to do thie. Fry, J., held that this distinction could not be main- 
tained, but that a loval board, notwithstanding their statutory obligations, 
stands in this respect in prerisely the same position as an ordinary land- 
owner. He, therefote, granted an injonction to restrain the defendants 
for the futore from authorizing or directing any sewage to flow through 
Stamford Brook into the metropolitan system of drainage. But his lord- 
ship declined to grant a mandatory injunction as to the sewage from new 
bouses Which bad been sent into the brook between the commencement of 
the action and the trial. No application had Leen made for an interim in- 
junction, and his lordship doubted whether the local board could compel the 
owners of houses to dieconnect drains which they had once authorized to be 
connected. At ary rate, on ibe balance of convenience or inconvenience, 
be thought that it would be more inconvenient to make an order which 
would necessitate the disconnecting of existing drains, and, ioasmuch as 
the injanction applied only to the fatare, bis lordship tefused to suspend ite 
operation.—Soricitors, 2, Ward; Helmsley § Helmsley. 


Peracrice—Costs on Hicher Scate—AppitionaL Reies or Court 
(Aveust, 1875), orp. 6, n. 2—Ixguny ro Paorertr—Action To Restrain 
‘Trespass.—In a case of Goodhand v. Ayscough, before Fry, J., on the 25th 
ult, a question arose on the construction of the above rule, which provides 
that solicitors shall be entitled to a ‘‘ higher scale” of costs ‘‘in all actions 
for special injunctions to restrain the commission or continuance of waste, 
nuisance, breaches of covenant, injuries to property, and iofringements of 
rights, easements, patents, and copyrights, and «ther similar cases where the 
procuring such injanction is the principal relief sought to be obtained.” The 
action wes brovghtin respect of an alleged trespass by the defendant on 
land in the occupation of the plaictiff, by turning cattle upon the land, in 
the assertion of a right to evict the plaintiff, and the plaintiff claimed an 
injunction to restrain the trespsss, The plaintiff was successful in the 
action, and be claimed to have his costs taxed on the bigber scale. It was 
admitted that no actuzl physical injury had been done to the land, except by 
the exting of the grass by the cattle, and that injury wasa trifling one; but 
it was urged that the trespsss was within the meaning of the rule, an 
“ injury to property,’ because it was done in the asserticn of a title to evict 
the plaw.tif Fry, J., beld that this was not an ivjary to property, and that 
the rule did not apply. He said that actions to restrain the commiting of 
substantial injuries to property, such as, without any title, digging turf, 
eatting down trees, and injuriog houses, were very familiar formerly in the 
Court of Crancery, and, even now, familiar in both divisions of the High 
Court. = > a — o which oo a of or a 
trespas’, withoutany injury to t opeity except such as was ental to the 

#, and thé ial ybject of The satton wes te ieteala is repetition of 

ae. Trina facie twee not wiskin the rule, Cowld the fect that the 

not omy trespassed, Lut a tight, convert that which was 

not an injory to y into an injasy to property? His lordship thought 
it could not ; and » fall actions to sestrain assertion of right had been 
intended to be withic the rule, they would bave been expressly mentioned. 
He Sane Dee att was meent was physical injury to property, and that 
it wae Whether tie dele Wis or was not aseriing « title, 
No doubt some remarks cf the jodges of the Queen's Bench D » in 
Chapman ¥. Midland Railway Company (26 W, Ri. 418, L. BR, 5 Q. B. D,167), 


fosome extent supported the opposite view, but of the judges of the | seemed to bo some difficulty { 

Cont of Appesl (28 WM oa R50, B.D, 431) soya vom, had boon delivered, thrive wast nn tha tho pala vm 
higher scale, vo Boricirons, Collyer-Briswow Lf motion udgmon: 5 Dw 

L oyna, . ; the court Of Coen, interdore is ony cage’ whore the foots eapeniied q 





CompaXy—Winpina vur—Svupervision Orper—Powszr or Oovrt 4 | 
Abort Votuntary Winpine vp—Companies Act, 1862, ss, 145, 147,— 
In a case of In re The Simon's Reef Consolidated Gold Mining Company, befor 
Fry, J., on the 1st inst., a question arose as to the construction of sections 145 
and 147 of the Companies Act, 1862. Section 145 provides that ‘‘ the volun 
winding up of a company shall not be a bar to the right of any creditor of 
such company to have the same wound up by the court, if the court is of 
opinion that the yigne of such creditor will be prejudiced by a voluntary 
winding up.” And by section 147, “‘ When a resolution has been passed bya 
company to wind up baer ar kp the court may make an order directing 
the voluntary winding up shall continue, but subject to such supervision of 
the court, and with such liberty for creditors, contributories, or others to 
apply to the court, and generally upon such terms and subject to such cos. 
ditions as the court thinks just.” In the ager case a petition was pm. 
sented by a creditor for the compulsory winding up of the company. 
the os pes was presented, but before it came on for hearing, the com 
resolved on a er winding up, and ag wera three liquidators—an 
accountant and two of the directors. On the ing of the petition it was 
cuntended on behalf of the petitioner that he had obtained a vested right to 
a compulsory order before the voluntary winding up was resolved on, and 
that section 147 did not apply to such a case. Some of the other creditors sup. 
ported the petition ; others wished that the voluntary winding up should go on; 
and others desired to have a supervision order. Fry, J., said that section 
145 gives a creditor a right to a compulsory winding up when the court is of 
opinion that the voluntary winding up would prejudice him, but that section 
145 must be taken to be subject to the power given to the court by section 
147 to make a supervision order, ‘T'o that extent section 147 abridged the 
absolute right of the creditor to a compulsory order. This was. the view of 
Haut, V.C., in In re Owens Wheel Company (22 W.R. 151), Considering 
the conflict of opinion between the creditors in the present case, he thought 
no substantial reason had been shown for prc that the volun 
winding up would prejudice the interests of any of the creditors. 
thought their interests would be better served by allowing the voluntary 
winding up to remain in force than by starting de novo. He accordin 
made a supervision order, the two directors agreeing to retire from the o 
of liquidator.—Soticrrors, Gush §& Phillips ; Longeroft § Myers; Nye ¢ 
Greenwood ; C. Kimber ; J. Verum Musgrave ; Linklater § Co. 


—— 


Company—WInspDING up—CreEpiIToR—InsPEcTION OF Books AND Papers 
or Company—Companigs Act, 1862, s. 156.—In a case of In re 2'he Imperial 
Land Company of Marseilles, before Fry, J., on the 2nd inst., a question arose 
as to the right of a creditor of a company in liquidation to an order for 
inspection of the books and papers of the company. He had taken out a 
summons asking for inspection of the books and papers generally, but it was 
admitted that what he really wanted was to see an account of the receipts 
and payments of the liquidators, The company was being wound up volun 
tarily, under the supervision of the court, and one of the liquidators stated 
that an account of their receipts and Pymente, verified by affidavit, had, in 
each year since the commencement of the winding up, been left in chambers, 
Fry,, J., said that the applicant could have seen all that he wanted in 
chambers without any order for inspection, and that there was no reason 
for putting the liquidators to the expense of pooenens the company’s books, 
The application was accordingly refused.—Souicitors, Zerreli & Harrison; 
G. 8. § H. Brandon. 


Practice—Invant Derenpant—Deravit or Preapixc—Morion ror 
Jupement—Norice or Triat—Rvuies or Court, 1875, Orp. 29, x. 10; 
Orp. 40, x. 1.—In the case of In re Fitewater, Fitzwater v. Waterhouw, 
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before Chitty, J., on the 6th inst., é an action 

could, under ord. 29, t, 10, be heard on motion for judg ainst an 

if n derendant. a na’ he pilaintilis, being entitled Oo two 
hares of freehold hereditaments, brought an action for 

in lieu of ition, the chly clei being an infant entitled to 

remaining third share. A statement of claim having been delivered, and & 


guardian ad litem appointed on behalf of the infant, the plaintiffs gave 
notice of motion for judgment for the relief claimed, and minutes were pre 
by the plaintiffs and assented to by the guardian ad litem. 
plaintiffs filed an affidavit proving the statement of claim. It was submitte 
on behalf of the plaintiffs that they were entitled to ae aoe under ord. 20, 
r. 10, or ord. 40, r. 1, and that affidavits could be filed in support of the 
motion for judgment under ord. 37, r. 2 (Wilmott v. Young, 29 W. R. 413), 
and in support of their contention ord. 19, r.17; ord. 25; ord, 29, r. 10; 
ord, 36, r. 3; ord, 37, rr. 1 and 2; ord. 38; and ord, 41, rr. 1 and 11, were 
referred to. It was further argued that notice of trial could not be given, 
because there had boen no reply or close of the pleadings within the mean 
of order 36 and order 25; and that, if notice of trial were given, the fo 
, with reference to procedure by affidavit 
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ties and gor erm by order 
the | evidence, would have to be observed, Under order 37 the court could, if it 


thought fit, by affidavit or 
Ord, 29, r. 12, was referred to by tho Currry, J., said that the | 
t case did not soem to fall within the exceptien to ord. 40, r. 1 | 


presen which 

provided that, except where by the Act or Rules it was provided ¢ udg- 

ment might be o manner, the judgment of . 
motion for j ent, and the ce as stated by the 


ise as it might think fit | 
itrar, 


be ned in any other e 
should be obta’ 
plaintiffs also to be the most cheap, convenient, and expeditious, 
also ye ty was competent for py moving for jodgrens to su 
their against an infant defendant by affidavit, Thore moreover 
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course seemed datigerous to the true interests of the infant.—Soxrcrrors, 
8. R. Pollard ; Tahourdins § Hargreaves, for Johnson § Tilly, Lancaster. 





BRISTOL POLICE COURT, 
November 29. 


(Before the Licensing Tn aden: Foince (chairman), Lucas, and 
. F. Fox. 

This was an hs gern meeting for the purpose of giving decisions in 
certain cases in which applications for transfers had been made last Wednes- 
day by a Iccal firm of brewers on behalf of Mr. Frank Gould, of the Cum- 
berlond Hotel, St. Luke’s-road, Bedminster, and Mr, Abraham William 
Smitb, of the Don Cossack, Redcliff-street. 

The applications, which had been supported by Paterson (instructed 
by Messrs, Brittan, Press, Inskip, & Crewdson), had been opposed 

Benson, on behalf of the Licensed Victuallers’ Association, on the 
ground that in these cases the applicants to whom the magistrates were 
asked to transfer the licences were not the real resident owners and occupiers 
of the houses in question. The two applicants admitted on Wednesday 
last, ia evidence, that they were servants and not tenants, and that they would 
not keep the houses on their own account ; but it was argued by their 
counsel that as it was usual to licence the manager of an hotel owned by a 
company, the servant of an individual was also entitled to a licence. 

Mr. Furpce now stated that the magistrates, after careful consideration, 
had come to a unanimous decision, which was read by Mr. Gore:—‘‘ We 
have taken time to consider the applications of Mr, Frank Gould and Mr, 
Abrabam Smith for us to transfer to them the respective licences of the 
Camberland Hotel and the Don Cossack—time which has enabled us to make 
inquiiies to ascertain if the practice of licensing servants of brewers or owners 
i fally licensed alehouses and inns prevailed to the extent alleged by the 
learned counsel for the applican's (Mr. Paterson). The result does not show 
that any such practice does —— On the contrary, we have ascertained 
that the practice—if any—although not universal, is for magistrates to licenca 
tenants, and not mere servants or managers. We are not, however, about to 
devide these applications by what is the practice in other places, but in 
accordance with what we are advised is the Jaw to be applied to the facts 
before us, and, as we consider, in accordance with the custom in this city. 
The notices given by both applicants comply with the requirements of the 
statute, and state that they intend to keep the houses as inns, &c.—state- 
ments which are contradicted by their evidence, Under these circumstances 
we decline to transfer the licences. We may add that, in thus deciding, we act 
not only in accordance with the law, but also with the general practice, as 
appears in the case before Mr. Barstow, a magistrate of the metropolis, 
reported in September last, in which, although that learned gentleman refused 
to transfer the licence of a public-bhouse to a brewer's servant, Mr. Justice Day 
refused to grant a rule to compel bim so to do.”’ 

Mr, Press intimated that the applicants would appeal against the decision, 
and he would serve the necessary notices. 

Mr. Fuipcr.—We are most anxious you should do so. 

Mr. Press applied that, pending the appeal, the magistrates would grant a 
temporary licence to the owner, ani it was granted. 








REMOVAL OF THE LONDON SITTINGS 
TO THE ROYAL COURTS. 


Ox Tuesday afternoon a large meeting of solicitors was held at the 
Guildhall on the invitation of the Law and City Courts Committee of the 

ion to consider the question of the tiansfer of Nisi Prius trials from 
the Guildhall to the Royal Courts, Mr. T. H. Bartlett, chairman of 
the committee, occupied the chair, 

The CuarrMan said that when the present Lord Mayor was presented to the 
Lord Chancellor some few weeks ago, the noble and learned lord took the 
opportunity of drawing the Lord Mayor's attention pointedly to this provis‘oa 
in the above-mentioned Act, and suggested to him the necessity of some action 
a the part of the Corporation, io order to carry out the provisions of this section. 
The of London was always desirous of acting in harmony witb, or 
Sehesing if it were necessary, the Government of the day in all im t 

ers, without any consideration whatever of party politics. They had no 
ether consideration than that of the public good. Under these circumstances, aod 
this being theit line of action, and this expression to the Lord Mayor having 
reported to the Court of Common Council, the matter contained in the 
ancellor’s observations was referred to the Law and City Courts 
mittee, who, in order that they might have the fullest expression of opinion 
a the subject, and in order that they might have the assistance of the profes- 
Hon npon the subject, so far as the profession was in practice in the City, 
tad invited their attendance at the meeting, One or two matters on the 
garface had struck him. It could not, as a matter of course, be 80 convenient 
for City es to attend the Royal Courts of Justice as it was to attend the 
Guildhall in the centre of the City, and to which they bad been able to run, 
ag mee to their own private interosts, as their lag my daties called upon 
them, © inconvenience would be more especially felt by thos? who lived on 
‘the enstern side of the Guildhall, Some inconvenience would be felt by parties 
selves in cases, plaintiffs and defendants, and ako the profession. 
peta \ the removal would be called upon to doa 

work, M <a connected with particular markets, 
Exchange, or Lloyd's, had been Cid See sa Serene, ont eennag Oom 
ware to be found oue or two familiar with @ practice or particular mode 
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of dealing with the market or exchange out of which the dispute had 
That appe:red to him to be a very valuable consideration with regard to the 
trial of causes. But however much weight these considerations = hav 
with them, it was for them to consider whether they should set their 
views in favour of what was evidently the policy of the Government this 
question—the centralising of the justice of the home district in “te Sew 
building. As there was a very large number of gentlemen present, he shoul 
limit the time of each speech to five minutes. 

Mr, Munron asked if the committee intended taking any notice of the action 
taken by the Incorporated Law Society, the president of which bad stated that 
the council of the socizty were agreed with what was the evident will of the 
Government, to take the whole of the causes to the Palace of Justice. He 
asked if the Law and City Courts Committee had had any communication with 
the Incorporated Law Society, and what they (the committee) had suggested ? 

The CuaiaMAN suid the committee had not come before the conference 
to offer any suggestion ; they had come to hear what the profession had to 
say on the subject, and see what agreement they could come to. 

The Town CLeRrk explained that the Law and City Courts Committee 
had had referred to them to gather the opinion of parties on the subject of 
the removal of the coarts from Guildhall, and then make a report to the 
Common Council. Gentlemen must know that the opinion of the com- 
mittee could only be made to the body from which it received the reference. 
He might add that the committee would take the opinion of all the large 
bodies in the city interested in the subject, and the result would be made 
known to the court. 

Mr. Mcnton said it was important that they should know the decision 
of the Incorporated Law Society, as he understood it that society was 
favourable to the taking of all Nisi Prius eauses from the Gaildhall to the 
Palace of Justice, It appeared to him that the result of the question was 
@ foregone conclusion. For years it had been felt to be a grievance that 
cases stould be tried in different places. He moved a resolation to the effect 
that it was expedient that JVisi Prius causes for the City should no longer 
be tried at Guildbal!, and that arrangements should be made for their being 
tried at the Royal Courts of Jastice. 

Mr. Pore seeonded tha motion. 

Mr, Seat admitted that, so far as the interests of the profession were con- 
cerned, it would be best for the whole of the causes to be tried under one 
toof, because there would be ready access to the counsel engaged in the case. 
But there was a higher consideration than that of the interests of the profes- 
sion—viz., the interests of the trading commusity and the laboariog 
classes—which would have to be comsiderei im deciding this important 
quest:on. 

Mr. Netson said that the first argument used in favour of the removal of 
the courts was thit the Incorporated Law Society was in favour of the 
removal. If i: was considered of whom the council of that society was com- 
posed, he did not think the opinion of that body would have mach inflaence 
with this conference. They were bat a needle in a tundle of hay. The 
society generally had something to say on most subjects, although its members 
often had but litile interest in those subjects. He thought counsel could 
easily be got at if they attached themselves to one place. He knew of 
counsel who would not take cases at the Admiralty other courts while 
Guildhall sittings were on. If they were to remove to the new Law 
he could well imagine that the greatest difficulty would be exper 
finding counsel owing to the namber of coarts sitti 
attendance. From his own experience he could say 
difficulty was often experienced in getting importiot witaesses to 
existing courts to give evidence as to the ccestoms of trade, and if 

were to be removed farther off the difficulty would increased. 
moved, as an amendment, that the aldermen end of the 
Common Council as:embled be requested to negative the 
Lord Chancellor that the courts be removed the 

Mr. Irvine seconded the amendment, and contended that, in the 
witnesses and the profession, it would be best for the courts to remain 
they are at the present time. 

Mr, Henperson asked the meeting to remember the difficulty 
securing the services of couns-l, whose services they expected to 
Counsel were away from the court, and there were no means 
sox Merger by i ae ap F< ase OM many occasions 

ink it right that gentlemen the Incorporated 
an occasion of this sort. That scciety had made mi 
its council consisted of men of standing, well-knowa in the profession. 
question was whether they were to consider their own interest, or 
clients and theie witnesses. He practised in the 
of the new railway stations which were to be opened leading to the 
could not see how it could be more difficult fer parties te to 
than to the Guildhall. 

Mr, Sunice said that counsels’ names were often down 
minster and at Guildhall, and how was it powible to get at them ? 
he demurred to the statement thai it was only mercaatile cases which were 
dealt with in the City. If the courts were to be removed, there was 
point in tle City from which a witness or suitor could not drive by cab te the 
new Law Courts within the City; and they must remember that there was 
the telephone which could be used to advantage ia semmoning the 
of the parties, Surely a janior cou'd keep a court going for twenty minates. 

Mr, Baprorp aaid be did not i 
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carry out the wishes of solicitors or aay society in this matter ; he the 
consideration of the question would be dealt with ia a more national spirit. 
He was favourable to the whole of the legal business bcieg carried on under 
one roof, and that he believed to be the wish of the pablic. Tt was easy to 


find a counsel ia the 
if there were courts sitting at Geildball and others at 
Mr, Back pointed out that an 
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London were better than those of the county for dealing with questions such 
as came before the City courts. 

Mr, Sprer remarked that it might be arranged for the London cases to be 
put into a separate list. 

Mr. Cremxnts said that the question before the meeting was that of place 
and convenience, and nothing else. The number of persons attending a court 
in connection with a case being tried was quite fifty; and while the court 
was sitting at the Guildhall, many of those gentlemen could remain in their 
offices doing their business until sent for. Thus a good deal of valuable time 
was saved, which, if the courts were in the Strand, would be lost. As to the 
new courts in the Strand, he was not so sure that they would be found to be 
as convenient as some supposed. They were aware of what they had to 
experience at the courts at Guildhall), and they also knew how liberal 
the Corporation were. The principle of old had been to place 
justice at the door of the people, and with that object the assize 
courts had heen established; and if the people of the country were 
entitledto have justice at the door, why should the inhabitants of the 
City have it removed from among them? He subsequently mored as an 
amendment—‘‘Tbat the Mayor, Aldermen, and Commons of the City cf 
London be requested to signify respectfully to her Majesty’s Government that 
in consideration of the great importance of the proposed step to the citizens of 
London, they would desire to have a year’s experience of the new courts 
before coming to a final decision whether to ask fcr the removal or not.” 

Mr. FarnFIE.p seconded the amendment, which was adopted, there being 
only one dissentient. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman closed the proceedings, 








SOCIETIES. 


HULL INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Phe following are extracts from the report of the council of this society: 

Order under Solicitors’ Remuneration Act.—The Order made by the tribunal 
appointed under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act is now lying on the tables 
of Parliament, and will come into operation on the 1st January next. The 
settlement of this order gave rise to great differences of opinion, and much 
difficulty was experienced in coming to an agreement upon it. Many meet- 
ings of the committee of the Associated Provincial Societies and of the In- 
corporated Law Society were held upon the matter, and several amended 
drafts submitted to the Lord Chancellor. Ultimately the Order as now 
issued was settled by the tribunal, but, as it did not meet with the concur- 
rence of the then President of the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom (Mr. Druce), he refused as one of the tribunal to sign it, though 
Mr. Harvey (the President of the Liverpool Law Society), the other member 
of our profession on the tribunal, assented to and signed it. Your council 
gave much consideration to the several drafts submitted to them, and made 
recommendations therein, and your president, Mr. Lowe, attended and took 
part at the meeting in London of the provincial societies, where the subject 
was discussed at great 1 Your council felt: and urged that the division 
of the charges contained in Part J. of the first schedule for negotiating or 
conducting a private or public sale from those for deducing title and perusing 
and completing conveyance, was objectionable in principle and would operate 
prejudicially in practice, as the charges for negotiating or conducting sales 
were not to apply to cases where, as in Hull and in many other parts of the 
country, a commission is paid to the auctioneer or estate agent. As, how- 
ever, the Order will undoubtedly take effect as now published, the council 
feel strongly that some decision will have to be speedily arrived at by the 
society as to what the future practice of the profession shall be, so that they 
may not be deprived of any of the benefits of the Order; and, with a view to 
an early coniieation of the subject, the council have taken steps to ascertain 
what the practice is in other places. The council hail with satisfaction the 
provisions of Schedule lI. of the Order, and they trust that the profession 
will cordially unite to support each other in the adoption of the Order 
generally. 

Conveyancing Act, 1882.-—This Act relieves solicitors, trustees, and others 
from responsibility with regard to searches in the central office of the Supreme 
Court in cases where they have, instead of searching themselves, obtained in 
the prescribed manner from the proper officer of the court a certificate of 
the result of-a search by him. The same Act contains important pro- 
visions with to the fature acknowledgments of deeds by married 
women, by which, with regard to deeds executed after the 31st December 
next, the certificate, affidavit, and filing in the Common Pleas are 
all rendered unnecessary, and the signature by the commissioner of the 
memorandum marked on the deed is to be conclusive evidence of the 
due acknowledgment of any deed. Lord Cairns’ original pro was to 
abolish the acknowledgment altogether, but the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society, having ascertained that cases had arisen where, on the examina- 
tion of married women, it had appeared either that the transaction had not 
been properly explained to them, or that some provision which had been 

to them was not duly secured, took action in the matter, and suc- 
ceeded in —_ the enactment of the above-mentioned provisions, by 
which, at the smallest possible cost and trouble, the protection hitherto 
accorded to a married woman is still secured to them. 

County Court Costs Act, 1882.—The County Court Costs Act, 1882, removes 
what has in certain cases been found to be a hardship to the profession, by 
repealing section 91 of the County Courts Act, 1846 (under which the costs 
to be recovered Ly solicitors in respect of proceedings in county courts was 
dependent entirely on the amount recovered), and enabling the judge to 
award to either party costs on the higher scale, however small the amount 





recovered or claimed may be, provided the judge certifies that the 
involves some question of importance to some class or — persons, or jy, 
of general or public interest. It is gratifying to know that the professig, 
are mainly indebted to a county court judge, Sir R. Harrington, for thiy| 
beneficial improvement in the law, but the Legislature, by using the ter 
“higher” scale, has unfortunately (there being two scales) left it open fory 
judicial decision to determine the precise extent of its operation. 4 
Meeting of Association for Reform and Codification of the Law of Nations, 
The council desire to mention that a most important meeting of the Associa. 
tion for the Reform and Codification of the Law of Nations was held ¢ 
Liverpool in August last. Your president received and accepted a 
invitation to be present at the meetings and banquet given to the 
members of the association, but was unfortunately unable to get away from 
town at the last moment to be present. One result, most important to 
mercantile community and the profession, was to agree upon a common form 
of bill of lading, which was unanimously adopted. : 
The council have pleasure in announcing that the president, Mr. Frangjy 
Lowe, has just been elected an extraordinary member of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom for the year ensuing. — 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 


The. council have made the following appointments of professors ani 
examiners for the year 1883—viz. :— 

Jurispradence, including international law, public and private; Roman 
law ; and constitutional law and legal history.—Joint professors—Frederic 
Harrison, Esq.; James Bryce, Heq., D.O.L, Examiners—O. L, Shadwell, 
Esq., D.C.L. ; Edmund Robertson, Esq. 

Equity.—Professor—Thomas H. Fischer, Esq.,Q.0, Examiner—W. W. 
Karslake, Esq., Q.0. 

The law of real and personal property.—Professor—William Barber, 
Esq, Q.C. Examiner—T. C. Wright, Haq. 

The common law. —Professor-—Jobn D, Mayne, Esq. Examiner—ZJ. M. 
Moorsom, Esq. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Taesday, the 28th ult., when 
the question, ‘‘Can the case of Hobls v. The London and South-Western 
Railway Company (L. R. 10 Q, B. 111) be regarded in the light of recent 
decisions as a safe guide on the law of remoteness of damages?” formed 
the subject for discussion. Mr. G. Kirk opened the question in the 
affirmative, and received support from Messrs. G. B. Ellis, Skelton, Lithiby, 
and Vanderpump ; while Messrs. Whitehead, Brandon, Strickland, Rich 
son, King, Bartlett, and Hallett spoke for the negative. Oa a vote being 
taken, the affirmative had a majority of one. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


At a meeting of this society, held at Clement’s-inn Hall, on Wednesday, 
the 29th of November, Mr. F. O. Edlin in the chair, after the business of the 
evening had been disposed of, Mr. Tyler, of the Liberty and Property 
Defence League, read a paper on “‘ State interference as exemplified ia 
recent legislation.” The subject was treated in a masterly manner, and an 
avimated discussion followed, in which Messrs. Spence, Kains-Jackson, and 
Harvey took part. The chairman then called upon Mr, Tyler to reply, after 
which a vote of thanks to Mr. Tyler was moved, seconded, and carried with 
acclamation. ' 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Toomas Hatuep Fiscuzr, Q.C., has been appointed Professor of 
Equity at the Inns of Court in succession to Mr. Arthur Shelley Eddes, Q.0., 
who has resigned, Mr. Fischer was educated at Merchant Taylors’ School. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln's-inn in Trinity Term, 1861, and he 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1872, He is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 


Mr. Witttam Henry Betcuer, solicitor, of Newbury, has been 
a aa a Commiesioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
udicature. 


Mr. Gzorce Prinawe, barrister, secretary to the Ecclesiastioal Commis 
missioners, has received the honour of Knighthood. Sir G. Pringle was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1853. 


Mr. Freperick Merriri£xp, barrister, has beeit appointed by the Earl of 
Chichester, Lord Lieutenant of Sussex, to the office of Clerk of the Peace for 
that county, vacant by the death of Mr, William Kirby Johnson Langridge, of 
Lewes. Mr. Merrifield was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1853, He is a member of the South-Eastern 
practising locally at Brighton. 

Mr. Riouarp Tempte Rennie, barrister, chief judge of the Supreme 
Consular Court for China and Japan, has received the honour of Knighthood. 
Sir R. Rennie was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1860, He was for several yoars judge of her Majesty's court for Japan, 
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and he was appointed chief judge of the Supreme Consular Court for China 
and Japan in 1880. 

Mr. Tuomas Paine, solicitor (of the firm of Paines, Layton, & Pollock), 
of Gresham House, President of the Incorporated Law Society, has received 
the honour of Knighthood on the opening of the Royal Courts of Justice. 
Sir T, Paine was admitted a solicitor in 1874. He is solicitor to the North 
London Railway Company. 


Mr. Joun Brossert Mavte, Q.C,, Treasurer of the Inner Temple, has 
received the hononr of Knighthood. Sir J. Maule is the son of Mr. George 
Maule, barrister, many years Solicitor to the Treasury, and was born in 
1817. He was educated at Christ Churob, Oxford, where he graduated third 
class in classics in 1839. He was called to the bar in Hilary Term, 1847. 
He practised on the Northern Circuit, and afterwards on the North-Eastern 
Cironit, and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1866, He was for many years 
recorder of Leeds, and in 1866 he proceeded to Jamaica as a commissioner 
to inquire into the disturbances in that island. He was appointed Director 
of Public Prosecutions in 1879. 


Mr, Francis Roxsurcu, Q.C., Treasurer of the Middle Temple, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. Sir F, Roxburgh was called to the bar 
in Michaelmas Term, 1845, and he became a Queen’s Counselin 1866. He 
practised for mavy years in the Rolls Court, and about a year ago he was 
appointed judge of county courts for Circuit No. 33. Sir F. Roxburgh is a 
magistrate for the county of Suffolk, and recorder of the borough of 
Aldborough. 


Mr. Joan Peter De Gex, Q.C., Treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn, has received 

the honour of Knighthood. Sir J. De Gex was formerly fellow of Jesus 

Cambridge, where be graduated as a wrangler in 1831. He was 

called to the bar in Hilary Term, 1835, and he has practised in the Chancery 

Division and in the Court of Bankruptcy. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 
1865, 


Mr, Rosert LAwson, solicitor, of Wigton, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Waverton School Board. Mr. Lawson was admittei a solicitor in 
1871, 


Mr, AntHuR Epwarp Warp, solicitor, of Exeter, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Wonford Highway Board. Mr. Ward was admitted a 
wlicitor in 1875. Hoe is under-sheriff of the city of Exeter for the ourrent 
year, 


Mr, Justice Pearson has received the honour of Kuighthood. 


Mr, Ropgrt Harvy Toruaw, solicitor (of the firm of Bishop & Topham), 
of Hanley and Etruria, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 


Mr. Witiiam St. James WHEELHOvSE, Q.C., Treasurer of Gray’s-inn, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. Sir William Wheelhouse was called to 
the bar in Easter Term, 1844, and he is a member of the North-Eastern 
Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1877, and he was M.P. for Leeds, 
inthe Conservative interest, from 1868 till 1880. 


Mr. C, J. Inauts, solicitor, of 24, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been appointed 
aCommissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr, Joun Tuomas Brown, solicitor (of the firm of Goodall & Brown), 
of Wheeler-gate, Nottingham, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. He has also been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of 
Deeds by Married Women for the County of Nottingham, and also the Town 
md County of the Town of Nottingham. Mr. Brown was admitted in 1861. 


Mr. Epwarp Scort, solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. J. E. & H. Scott), of 
0, King William-street, London, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
aiminister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. Mr. Scott was ad- 
nitted a solicitor in Apri], 1878. 


Mr. Joun Francis Rorron, barrister, has been appointe} Legal Adviser to 
the Local Government Board, in succession to Mr, Danby Palmer Fry, 
neigned, Mr. Rotton is an LL.B, of the University of London, and he was 
called to the barat Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1860, having in the 
previous January obtained a certificate of honour of the first class, He has 
teen for several years one of the assistant secretaries to the Local Government 


Sir Joun Porz Hennessy, K.C.M.G., who has been appointed Governor of 
the Colony of Mauritius, is the son of Mr. John Hennessy, of Ballyhennessy, 
Kerry, and was born in 1834. He was educated at Queen’s College, 
Cork, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple. fi 
frmerly pract’sed on the Home Circuit, and he was M.P. for Kiog’s 
County in the Conservative interest from 1859 till 1865. He became 
governor of Labuan in 1867, governor of the Bahamas in 1871, governor of 
the Windward Islands in 1875, and governor of Hong Kong in 1877. He 
‘as created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in 1872, 
tad a Knight Commander of the eame Order in 1880, 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Watrer James Nicnotas and Artaur Mutierr Sryrine, solicitors, 13, 
Cwn-atreet, Bristol, and at Chipping Sodbury. November 29, 
[G@azette, December 1.] 


Witutam Dent and Heenert ALFRED Dent, solicitors and conveyancers, 


OBITUARY. 


MR, WILLIAM GREENE, 


Mr. William Greene, solicitor, of Lichfield, died at Norwich on the 23rd 
ult., in his seventy-third year. Mr. Greene wa3 bora in 1810. He was 
admitted a s:licitor in 1833, and he had carried on business at Lichfield for 
nearly half a century. He had a large and important practice, and he was very 
highly esteemed by all classes in the city. He was for many years election 
agent for the Conservative party at Lichfield. Mis health had long been 
bad, and he had recently undergone a painful operation, which, it was hoped, 
would have been the means of saving his life; but, although he rallied for a 
short time, his strength proved insufficient. Mr. Greene was buried at Lich- 
field on the 28th ult, 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock CoMPANIEs. 
Lrurrep In CHANCERY. 

Cwm Avon Estate anp Works Company, Limttzp.—Chitty, J., has by an order, dated 
Nov 14, appointed Edward Ebenezer Price, 3, Lothbury, to be official liquidator 

Inpiaw Kineston anp Sanpxurst Gotp Mintne Company, Luwirep.—By an order 
made by Chitty, J., dated Nov 22, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Lumley and Lumley, Old Jewry chambers, solicitors for the petitioners 

Mysore Rezrs Gotp Minine Company, Liurtep.—Petition for Toncentt up, ted 
Nov 30, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C.,on Dec9. T . a Bwithin S 
lane, solicitor for the petitioners 

Patent Frere anp Extract Company, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Nov 28, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., at the Rolls court, Chancery lane, on 
Dec 9. Beall and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 

Patent TUNNELLING AND MintneG MacuIne Company, Lo«itep.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Nov 28, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Dec9. Eley, New 
Broad st, solicitor for the petitioner 

Tzynwuam Brick Company, Limirsp.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated Nov 
22, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Greenfield and Abbott, Queen Victoria st 

Vinceyt Tix Mrytne Company, Liuirep.—Chitty, J., has by an order, dated July 19, 
appointed Frederick Maynard, Queen Victoria st, to be official liqui : 

{ Gazette, Dec. 1.] 


Bognor Brick anp T1te Company, Lrurrep.— Creditors are on or before Jan 
4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Samuel Reynolds, Bognor, Auctioneer. Thursday, Jan 18 at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Cuartes Hampton anp Company, Lrmitrp.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 2, 
directed to be heard before Fry, J., on Dec 15, Stokes, Chancery lane, solicitor for 
the petitioners 

Dywevor Iron anv Tin Prats Company, Lu«rrep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Thursday, 
Dec 14, at 11, at his chambers, for the so of an official liqui r 

Inpran, Kuxestoy, and Sanpxurst Gotp Misine Company, Liurrep.—Chitty, J., has 
fixed Dec 14 at 12 at his chambers for the appointment of an official liqui 

Merrorouitay Printing Company, Limitep.—By an order made by y, J., dated 
Nov 24, it was ordered that the voluntary winding upof the company be continued. 
Hughes and Co, Budge row, solicitors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Dec. 5.] 
UNLIMITEep In CHANCERY. 

Bette Vur Freenotp Lanp Socrety.—Chitty, J., has by an order, dated Oct 25, 
appointed John Armstead, Sheffield, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, 
on or before Dec 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the above. Jan 16 at 11 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts or claims 

Great Britain Mutvat Lire Assurance Socrery.—Petition for transfer of the society’s 
business to the National Assurance Company of Ireland, presented Nov 27, directed 
to be heard before Kay, J.,on Dec 8. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the 


petitioners 
Gazette, Dec. 1.] 
County Patatine or LANCASTER, 
UnNuirMitep tn CHANCERY. 
MANcHEsTER Economic Burtpine Socrety.—Petition for winding up, presented Nov 
29, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., on Dec 18. Fox, Manchester, solicitor 


for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, Dec. 5.] 
STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 


Sovtn DotcoatH Mintne Company.—Ry an order made by the Vice-Warden, dated 
Nov 29, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Hodge and Co, Truro, 
solicitors for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Dec. 1.] 


SranwarrEs or Dzvyoy. 


Epecumpr ManGaness Company, Limirep.—By an order made by the Vice-Warden, 
dated Nov 22, it was ordered that the company be wound up 
[ Gazette, Dec. 1.]} 


FRIENDLY Socreties DissoLvED, 
Loxpon JournryMEN Coyrsctioysrs’ Assocrtation, Sutton Arms, Carthusian st. 
Nov 24 


SovurHamptonw anp District Benxrit Socrery, Townhall, Southam: Nov 27 
Gazette, Dec. 1.] 
Ancrent Drurps’ Frrenpty Susscerprion Socrsry, Sun Inn, Maidstone, Kent. Nov 29 
Barvon Hitt Co-operative Socrzty, Luwtrep, New row, Bardon . Leicester. Nov 
29 


Court Henry pz Lacy, 107, A.O.F., Cross Keys Inn, Barnoldswick, York. Nov 29 
Hotyneap Recuanirss’ Frrenpiy Socrery, Churchyard Schoolroom, Holyhead, 
Anglesea, Nov 29 i 

Papstow TEETOTAL FrrenDty Socrery, Tavern Hill, Padstow, Cornwall. Nov 28 
Wretpon Longs or Loyat OranesMeEN, Aire and Calder Hotel, Castleford, York. 


Nov 29 
(Gazette, Dec. 5.] 








The inaugural meeting of the Institute of Patent Agents was held on 





Volverhampton (Dent & Sop), August 31, (Gazette, December 5,] 





November 29, under the presidency of Mr. J. H. Johnson. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


settee 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Co or Mr. Justice 
Date. yee tee ¥. 0. Bacon, Ear. 
Monday, Dec. eceeeccece ll Mr, Layie Mr. Ward Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday . see reseesessese 12 Merivale eesdale son 
Wednesdsy.,...cccceseee 13 Lavie ard Carrington 
Thureday soccccce-- sess 14 Merivale Teesdale Jackson 
Frifay.cccconcccceccesss 15 Lavie Ward Carrington 
Saturday.... baeeeu sc bese 20 Merivale Teesdale Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Fry. Pzarson. Curtrr. 
Monday, Dec. ..ccoseess IL Mr. Koe Mr. Pemberton Mr. King 
Tuesday ..ccccse evsscee 12 Cobby Clowes Farrer 
Wednesday...s.ssseeeees 13 Koe Pemberton King 
Thursday .sccccccssceee 14 Cobby Clowes Farrer 
Priday.cccsccccccccesses 15 Koe Pemberton King 
SEO Ss oc ce ncsseececs 16 Cobby Clowes Farrer 








LONDON GAZETTES, 


Bantrup . 
Farmar, Dec 1 
Under the ak hag Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Benjamin, Ezekiel Thank, Oakley rd, Southgate rd, of no occupation. Pet Nov 23. 
Murray. Dec 15 at 1 
Lee, George Henry, Sr ietaes Heath rd, Baker. Pet Nov 28. Murray. Dec 20 at ll 
Robinson, A » Fenchurch st, Merchant. Pet Nov 26. Pepys. Dec 18 at 1 
Tallermsa, Daniel, Gracechurch st, Preserved Meat Agent. Pet Nov 24. Pepys. 


Dee 13 at 12.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Cin. Albert, St. Leonards on Sea, Builder. Pet Nov 25. Young. Hastings, Dec 16 


at 
Corbitt, John, West Malvern, Hereford, out of business. Pet Nov 27. Beale. Wor- 


cester, Dec 15 at 11 
Fox, Henry, Doncaster, Silk Mercer. Pet Nov 23. Wake. Sheffield, Dec 14 at 1 
—_ Samuel, Southampton, Grocer. Pet Nov 17. Daw, junr. Southampton, Dec 13 
Ratherford, John, oe, Northumberland, Plumber. Pet Nov 29. 
Newcastle, Bee li at 1 
Trespar, Dec. 5, 1882. 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 


Conditore saat forwend their proct of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

eat Thomas, Capel; Surrey, Bootmaker. Pet Nov 28. Rowland. Croydon, Dec 

2 
Garner, Thomas William, Aberystwith, Wine Merchant. Pet N 

Aberystwith, Dec 16 at 11 man & 
Gibbons, William Gouch, West pl, Turnham green, House Decorator. Pet Nov 28. 
one a op eoey Nov 19 atl 

entom, John Morse, sen., Tenby, Pembroke, Lodging house K 

Parry. Pembroke’ Dock, Dec 22'at 12 ne oe, Oh Pek 
, Bolicitor’s Clerk. Appin Nov 15. Jones. Huddersfield, Dec 


Rosh, William Beanmanrice, Fairfield, Trull, Somerset, Gent. Pet Dee 1. 
‘ Taunt, Dec 16 at oth, s 
genes, Gost orthumberland, Contractor’ 
<= encanta, Dos oat 1 Clerk. Pet Dec 2. Daggett. 
ineon, les, a Monnt, lif; ret Ni 
meter tee eae mt, in Halifax, Gas Stoker. Pet Nov 30. Rankin. 


Ingledew. 


Jenkins. 


Meyler. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tersepar, Dec. 5, 1882, 
Barker, Peter, Lowestoft, Lodging house Keeper. Sept 
Green, Soiomen Levy, Cardiff, C oth tier. Nov 2 * 


Wrights, Bobert, Newport, Monmwrr uth, Iron Merchant. Dec 2 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Varpar, Dec. 1, 1982. 
Allen, George Hilla, Whittington rd, Bowes pk, Builder, Dec 13 at 3 at Bank chbrs, 
Vinst obene, Colones en ig ot and Co 


A} — —- CaleAonian rd, Islington, no oceupation. Dec 11 at 4 at office of Price, 


—. «aad Warwick, Brewer. Dec % at 11 at office of Ansell, Waterloo st, 


whoo f, Jaen, Oldham, Lancaster, Plumber. Dec 14 at 3 at office of Ponsonby and 
5 ie, Cegs m, OAbam 
Vartieth, Levi, Weymouth, Dorset, Builder. Dee 1% at 12 at office of Bowen, East st, 





Meiccmnte jee, 
Pazter, tHe mae range Knee, Wheelwright. Dec 16 at 2 at Princess of Wales 

ae Men. ge ioe, ee Mtratford 
Baxtr, Thomas, Se nA ay at White Hart Hotel, 
seasa wim We iS) mes: =: ; ‘hia 

, We Wurseries, € 

preted *, Shanes re: \. ony ewe Marta Gardener. Dec 12 at 11 at 

Vickerum, Willian Th, , 7 orreg Dec 19 at 3 ab 145 Cheapside, 


Buce, Th 
ae 7 Eilingym, Lancaster, Licened Victualler. Dec 15 at 11 at office of 


Loud, et oe 
ys, AHP Mersth 
pre Agno! Lady Wines, ee apace oot fA tmsiness, Dee 11 at 2 at 270, 
we Jae oe wn Mallr4h, Cnnueral yore Dealer, Dee 12 at 4 wt office fA Jaques, Middle row, 
Urattiey, Goma Afro, Wigh v4, Kitiyarn, LaAder Maker. Dec 12 at 2 wt office of Arm- 
rv, gre 

po Fe Sorpocd nn Chatter, Geveee. Dee 16 of 8 ot oMiee of Newmen, | 





Milford, nr Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
Stafford, in lieu of place originally named 
otton Broker. 


Butler, Charles, Dec 9 at office of Wright, 
St Martin’s pl 

Calder, Donald, ‘Hoylake, Chester, 
ok North John st, Li . Glare and McMaster, Liverpool 

ORs, ee Sow righton, Chester, Cabineb Maker, 


, Liverpoo! 
collard, Shara Ghariete, East coaag a Grocer. Dec 15 at 12 at office of Plummer 


coer 3 ca, Wecheven, Cunberland, Builder. 
Lowther st, a, Whichares 
Crossfield, William John, Mark lane, Solicitor. Dec 11 at 3 at office of Turquand and 
Co, Coleman st. Moore, Mark lane 
Crabtree, John, and James Thomas, Halifax, Clog Sole Manufacturers, 
cra vom linoese ang yon he ee 15 at 11 at office of Dewes 
om wadlincote, Der mer, Dec lia office 
iterket ot, Ashby de la Zouch a 
PR ye Mary Tate, isch Shields, Confectioner. Dec 15 at 3 at office of Whitehorn, 
Camden st, North Shields 
Culliford, James, Atlantic rd, Brixton, Boot Dealer. . Dec 13 at 3 at office of Shearman 


Davison, Samuel, East Grinstead, Ironmonger, Dec 20 at 2 at 94, Cannon st. Pearlegg 
and Beeching, ranbridge Wells 


Derbyshire, John, Darley Dale, Dery, Licensed Victualler, Dec 18 at 11 at office of 


Potter, Iron » Derb 
Dicken, Joseph, Wednes hee Stafford, out of business. Dec 13 at 11.30 at office of 
She don, High st, Wednes' 


Dowton, Arthur, land rd, Harrow rd, Stationer. Dec 19 at 3 at office of Hatchett. 
Jones and Letcher, Mark lane 

Edwards, Arthur Minchin, Evandale rd, Brixton, peobents Clerk. Dec 18 at 2 at 
office of Trewren and Southcott. King st, Cheapside 

Edwards, Elizabeth, Brecon, Licensed Victualler. Dec 15 at 2 at office of Bishop, Wheat 
st, Brecon 

Fielding, Ernest, Goswell rd, Tailor. Dec 14 at 3 at offices of Walker, Coleman st 

Foster, William Henry, Bristol, Commercial Traveller, Dec 11 at 2 at offices of Sibly 
and Dickinson, Exchange West, Bristol 

French, George Boraston, Browntills, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 12 at 11 at offices of Loxton, 
The Bridge, Walsall 


Gardiner, William Drake, Norwich, Commission Agent. Dec 12 at 12 at offices of 
Culley, "Bank st, Norwich 

Glennie, Benjamin Gordon, Kingsland rd, Baker. Dec 14 at 2 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Kisbey, Cheapside 

Goddard, Benjamin, Southport, Loneaater Dispenser. Dec 15 at 11 at offices of Brig. 
house and 0, Derby st, skirk 

Goodhall, Sanat Maria, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Butcher. Dec 19 at 12 at offices of 
Edmonds and Co, Holyrood st, Newport. Urry and Marsh 

Goodey, Thomas, Forest Gate, Essex, Builder. Dec 13 at 3 at offices of Barrett, 
Leadenhall st 

Grant, Thomas, Bedford, Grocer. Dec 20 at 2atthe Ship Inn, St Cuthbert's st, Bod. 
ford. Nicholson, Bedford 

Griffith, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Pawnbroker. Dec 18 at 2 at offices of Brewis 
and Co, Grev st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Hardstaff, Joan, Nottingham, Grocer. Dec 19 at 3 at offices of Cartwright, Broyghton 
chmbrs, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Hardy, James, Nottingham, Accountant. Dec 16 at 3.30 at Assembly rooms, Low pave 
ment, Nottingham. Stevenson, Nottingham 

Harris, William Henry, High st, Staines, Upholsterer. Dec 12 at 3 at offices of Durant, 
Guildhall chbrs, Basinghall st 

Hawkins, James Francis Martin, Edlesborough 
Unicorn Hotel, Leighton Buzzard. Calcott, 

pg ota Sam, Pontefract, York, Bootmaker. 


pergate, Pontefract 
we -aabaate Bognor, Sussex, Draper. Dec 21 at 3 at 88, Aldersgate st. Houlders, 


arbica! 

Hit Charles John, Station rd, Brixton, Coke Merchant. Dec 19 at 2 at offices of 
Dnffield and Bruty, Tokenhouse yard 

Hindle, John, Accrington, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. Dec 12 at 3 at Peel’s Arms 
Hotel, Whalley rd, Accrington. Whalley, Accrington 

Hindle, John, and Walter Spencer, Accrington, Lancaster, Haberdashers. Dec 13 at $ 
at offices of Shoolbred, Faulkner st, Manchester. Whalley, Accrington 

Hothersall, Richard Thomas, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Pork Butcher. Dec 15 at 3 at 
offices of Walmsley, Knott st, Over Darwen 

Hughes, Charles, Weobley, Hereford, Blacksmith. Dec 13 at 1.30 at offices of Edwards 
and Weaver, Corn Exchan , Leominster. Boycott, Hereford 

Hurst, Edwin Henry, and Jo i Hill Burgess, Rotherhithe, Seed Merchants. Dec 21 a 
11 at offices of Hatchett-Jones and Letcher, Mark lane 

Jeavons, Theophilus, Cradley Heath, Stafford, Milliner. 


. Bucks, Dene Dec 14 at 11 at 
ghton Buzzard 


Dec 13 at 2 at offices of Kaberry, 


Dec 11 at 11 at offices of 


Higgs, High + Brierley Hill 

Jew, John Asa, Nottingham, “Telnet. Dec 16 at 12 at offices of Williams, jun, Clinton 
st, Nott’ ottingham 

Jones, Joseph Fletcher, Manchester, Pianoforte Dealer. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Has. 
lam, Mosley st, Manchester 

Kemp, John, Batley, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Stapleton, 
Union st, Dewsbury 

King, gy sony aun, Grove lane, Camberwell. Dec 13 at 3 at offices of Foster and 
Spicer, Queen st pl 

Dec 18 at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, 


Ladd, George Henry, Norwich, Leather Merchant. 
Holborn, Brock, Norwich 
conn: Edwin, Greenwich, Kent, Canvasser for Advertisoments, Dec 12 at 3 at the 
offices of Watson, Southampton blags, Chancery lane 
Lloyd, Thomas, Chester, Grocer. Dec 18 at 3.30 at offices of Roose and Uo, North John 
at, Liverpool. Tatlock, Chester 
Lochner, Murray Russell, Lancaster rd, Notting hill, oe pia of Music, Deo 10 at? 
at offices of Smith and ‘Bon Gresham house, Old Broad 
Manley, Monta ogue Martlew, Kingaton- upon-Hull, sdronmonger. Dec Li at 3 at George 
Hotel, Whitefriargate, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tremewen, Mancheste 
Marchant, Margaret Sarah, Edenbrid er Keut, Grocer, Dec? at Chowan Hotel, Eden- 
bridge, in lien of the place original 
Maslin, Arthur Daniel, Hatton i "Working Jeweller, Dec 15 at 3 at offices of 
Wetter, Great James st, Bedford 
Mayes, Cherian, Wi Norwich, Fas ge Deo 14 at 12 at offices of Miller and Co, Bank 
chambers, 
Motealfe, Robert, Bhipley, nr Bradford, York, Bmallware Dolor, Doo 14 at 2,90 ab 
offices of CW right, Dari 


Mewse, Ridley, M iddlefel Beige oF Brampton, Cumberland, Farmer, Doo 15 at 2 at 
offices of Parish the younger, High Cross at, Brampton 

Middlebrook, Thomas, grave, nr Skipton, York, Grocer, Dec 14 at 11.80 at the 
Midland Hotol, iiyton. eStiddleton 


Mingkin, George, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Fruiterer, Doo 18 at 3 at offices of Crediand 
Caskyate at, Gensborough 
Mozy, James, Avenesenity Gloucester, Clork at the Docks, Doo 11 at 11 at offices of 


Morley hobvort hatot Me pill, 1 ri Doo 15 at 1 at the Hnflold Arms 
a ornsey, Farmer, oO Knile: 
Mee tatolh, ids aad Phin deatuttlé cae Ploswailty 
Meprie, Bayard, aalebatars, Montgomery, Wool Rietes Doo 14 at 11 at offices of 





Dec 15 at 3 at office of Roose and 
Dec 14 at 2 at office of 


Deo 15 at at office of Atter, Now 


Dec 11 at 3 at 


8 ote is Seber wrwes seme es me Ob Ue eb ee pee Set eee sees Il 


Oh Fh bet oke bcd cipked shel eief of piel E oF obs Fol nk Fe ives isk 
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Mortlock X a Pha Peat ag John Mortlock, Pidley, Farmers. Dec 13 at 2.90 ‘at Evans, Jot, Manggtelach, Glamorgan tFarm Bali Dec 13 at 11 at office of Johnson 


st 
14 at 2 at offices of Murphy, Crosshall st, 


i Temes, W . Dec 12 at 8 at the 
male Horse Hotel, aa, a inster. * idderminster 


yon os a spool, belaaar. 


rerun Eli big om ae * Bradford. York, Conteotionss, Dee 18 at 11 at office of Terryand 


Fitt, Walter. Grove Skates 20 at 2 at Masonic Hall, Lin- 
‘coln. Taylor and Co, Great James st, Bedford rom -iaahehaiahes 
Fl ornelius Octavius, Merchant, Dec 19 at 3 at office of Wild 





ler and KE 
Geor; upon Hi Praiterer. Deo 8 060 ah Law Soo Lincoln's 

ome bidgs, » ingen Se icingetdn upon Hull Hoty 
Peel, Joshua, ford York, Engine Tenter. Des “IS bt Sat office of Last and Betts, 
Penn, Bye hid Henry, Li we Lh M, Remover of Furniture. Dec 15 at 2 at office of Green, 
peers, Wl William, sr erifield, ent, Grocer, Dec 14 at 4at office of Ellis, Earl st, Maid- 

tae Edward W: Brixton rd, Surgecn. Dec 8 at2 at office of Greenfield and 
Poribett, Queen Vietoria st 
Pyne, on arringdon rd, Restaurant Keeper. Dec 12 at 4 at office of Montagu 
Ramsbottom, Thomas, Northwich, Chester, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 16 at 11 at office of 

Fletcher, Winnington, Northwich 
Raney Obs mag Guiseley, York, Tailor. Dec 13 at 3 at office of Simpson and 


Burrel n st, 8 
Ross, John, Caledonian rd, Islington, hin Dec 18 at12 at office of Foreman and 
bert, and Samuel Norris, Hertford, Builders. Dec 18 at 3 at Masons’ 


Oo, Gresham st. Halse ‘and Co, Chea 

Scales, James Robert, 
Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Young, Newgate st 

Scott, John, and Thomas Scott, Pucklechurch, Gloucester, Brick Manufacturers. Dec 
19 at 11 at office of Veale, Corn st, Bristol 

os John, Elland, York, Glass Dealer. Dec 15 at 11 at office of Moore, Crown st, 

Starkey, William, Coalville, Leicester, Grocer. Dec 14 at 11 at Queen’s Head Hotel. 
Fisher and Co, Ashby de la Zouch 

Steward, George Feargus, Norwich, Shoe Manufacturer. Dec 15 at 12 at office of 
Brock, Bri ane st, Norwich 

Thornber, liam, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Mason. Dec 15 at 3 at office of Hindle, 
Bolton rd, Over Darwen 

Thorne, Frank, Earl’s ct, hg ow whey Licensed Victualler. Dec 21 at 3 at office of 
Watson Southampton bidgs, H 

Wakely, Peter William, peirhemsonth, Tailor, Dec 13 at 1.80 at 39, Broad st, Bristol, 
Trevanion, Poole 

Waller, Edward Joseph, Circular rd, Borough, Beoeee, Dec 13 at 1! at la, Old Ser- 

nt’s a inte Chancery lane. Levy, Surrey st, Strand 
hacen ay ro be se » Derby, Decorator. Dec 14 at 2 at office of Greaves, Old Bank 
mbrs, Iron 

Waters, Rich , Lower rer Bhames & Barge Owner. Dec 18 at 12 at Cannon st Hotel, 
Cannon st. Dubois and Reid, Pancras lane, Queen st 

Whitely, Tom, Huddersfield, Cicth Manufacturer. Dec 18 at 3 at office of Fenton 
and Co, Huddersfield 

Widdowson, Thomas, Carqrook, York, Umbrella Furniture Manufacturer, Dec 13 at 
ll at Law Society’s Rooms, Hoole’s chbrs, Bank st, Sheffield. Rogers and Co 

Villfams, Devi, Carnarvon, Draper. Dec 14 at 3 at Queen’s Hotel, Chester. Rees, 

Wood, Charles Heaton, Cheltenham, Ironmonger. Dec 13 at 11 at office of Clark, 
Regent st. Cheltenham 

Wren, weer bana on Trent, Furniture Dealer. Dec 8 at 3 at office of Lowe, Bennett’s 
Wek, Wi William, Mold. Flint, Licensed Victualler. Dec 12 at 2.30 at office of Roberts, 


TvEspay, Dec. 
wood st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Ancrum, rles Granville, Cleveland gdns, Barnes, Clerk. Dec 20 at 3 at 83, Gresham 
Ashford, Thomas Water, Fore st, Umbrella Manufacturer. 
Tavern, Gresham st, Keene and Co, laue 
Dee 13 at 2 at office of Cor- 
tellis and Co, East hill, Wandsworth 
Fanner, John Leigh, Castleacre, Norfolk, Builder. Dec 16 at il at office of Palmer and 
_, gonad, Geren Winas Westmorland, Boot Maker. Dec 18 at 2 at King’s Arms Hotel, 
Winde rmere 
Dec 14 at 3 at 83, 
mst. Heritage, Clement’s lane 
Se Pondansee 
, John Ralph, Bury, Confectioner, Dec 21 at 3 at office of Butcher, Silver st, 
ter. Andrews and Co 
Bland, William Nichol, Liverpool, Oil and Colour Dealer. Dee 21 at 3 at offices of Lowe, 
» Lancaster, Costumier, Dec 18 at 3 at Mitre Tavern, Cathedral 
ee Manton: Balshaw, Bolton 


5, 1882. 
Aitken, John, Gateshead, Common Brewer. Dee 14 at 3 at office of Stanford, Colling- 
st. Harding and Mitchell, Bucklersbury 
sata Dec 15 at 8 at Guildhall 
Austin, Daniel Barlow, Haldon rd, Wandsworth, Builder. 
Pal od Sw: 
A charles ot Henry, Knightrider st, Manufacturer’s Agent. 
a 
John, Lever Gornal, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 14 at 2.30 at office of Rhodes, Queen 
Biles, Josiah Cornick, Ome Abbas, Dorset, Carpenter, Dec 19 at 12 at Junction Hotel, 
Mount pleasant, Liverpool 
Belton, Raward, a, Bolton 
“Ri Alfred, West Drayton, Garpentes Dec 21 at 2 at offices of Horne and Engall, 


role sae Pebrorthy p Toppester, Lt censed Victualler. Dec 20 at 12 at offices of 
k rd, Stratfo ee -Avon 
co rs, Robert Dunster, Somerst, | Tec 23 at 3 at offices of White and Son, 


Sere : eeean. ta Peron, Lancaster, Saoeies, Dee 19 at 11 at the Imperial 


in-Furness, ler, Barrow-in-Furn 
m, Henry, and Thomas Sucataen Oldham, Lanaoaten, Grocers. Dec 22 at 3 at 
re Hotel, Cathedral Manchester. W: and Morecroft, Oldham 
cet, Pos Walter nes verpool, Grocer. ¥ at 12 at offices of Carruthers, 


rpoo 
» Walter, Essex rd, Islington, Chemist, Dec 20 at 4 at offices of Holmes, 
oy Alfred, Osnaburgh st, Regent's park, Grocer, Deo 12 at 3 at offices of Holmes, 
ema William, Millho 


nr Sheffield, Cabinet Case ake Pe 19 at 12 at 

Laer og le’s ch Bank st, Sheftield. Rod 
ty Moo vargas se rd, Notting hill, Provision Merebant, ae at at offices of 
ae, Siem Ch Provision Dealer. Deo 20 at 3 at 7, Mount 


lerchant, Deo 19 at 11,90 at offices of Gee, 
Davies, J Tnhn, Poredinorwio Oaroarvon, Master Mariner, Deo 15 at 2.30 at office of 
al, Haier Withee ge 
oes of Allen and 
ae oak Smoth oft Bro Rtatford, out of business, Deo 19 at 21 at offices 
ape fret vt Sharpe, High at Wen Deo 18 at 12 at offices of Rodway, Fore st, 


bar on % George, Marchmontiet, Burton crosgont, Bakar, Deo 18a} 3 at office 


Saat Ca - Manchester -_ Nicholls and > S Altrincham 


iiiiam js Shaw, and Frederick Gunter, 
Makere Deotean 16 at 12 at offices of op Tne an Cc 

Keeper, tll at 
p, Sansom ay Worcester ‘ 





ide, Seed 
and Venables, Moorgate st, Morgan and Oo, Furniyals inn. Holborn 
Forr®, 3 John, we. Keswick. Cumberland, Draper. Dec 19 at 1 at offices of Brostch 
Keswic 
Galo, Richard, Leeds, Tailor. Dec 18 at 3 at office of Weston and Postletwaite, Park row, 


cis ee Tepes, Devon, Builder. Dec 21 at3 at Kings Arms Hotel, Barn- 
x, Iifrac 

aibban, Jemma, Todmorden York. Tailor. Dec 18 at 3 at office of Sykes, Market st, 
uddersfield 

Gl eabih, Arar, Bradford, Fruit Dealer. Dec 18 at 2.30 at offices of Wright, Darley st, 


Bradf 
Greathead, Michael Yarker, Sunderland, Tobacconist, Dec 20 at 2 at offices of Bell, 
Lambton st, Bishopwearmouth 
Hgpoock, , James, New rd, Wandsworth rd, Grocer. Dec 15 at 3 at office of Aird, East- 
chea 
A , Charles Samuel, Clarendon rd, Notting Hill, Clothier. Dec 14 at 3 at office 


Haw; 
of per and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hewson, James, Chester, Coal Dealer. Dec 12 at 5 at office of Churton, Eastgate bidgs, 


Chester 
Hickman, Sampson Ralph, Birmingham, Jeweller. Dec 21 at 3 at office of Clulow, 
Waterloo st, Birmingham 


Hill, Frederick, Huddersfield, Grocer. Dec 15 at 3 at office of Lodge, Townhall chbrs, 
King st, Wakefield 
uae, George, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Cordwainer. Dec 21 at 12 at 40, High st, 
est Cowes. Pittis, New port 
Holmes, John Thomas, Queen st, Camden hey “+ Bs Mariner. Dec 12 at 2 at office of 
Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd. Fenton, Kingsland G: 
Hunter, Alice, Tynemouth, Lodging house Keogeee Dec 14 at 3 at office of Sewell, 
Grey ’st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
tegeaen. vi, York, Fellmonger. Dec 18 at 13 at office of Luke and Thompson, 
udges’ ct, York 
Johnson, Amos, Winchester, Sou Builder. Dec 18 at 3 at Black Swan Hotel, 
Winchester. Best and Scotney, Winchester 
Johnston, William, Fareham, Hants, Farmer. Dec 2) at 3 at office of Goble and 
Warner, Fareham 
Jones, Daniel Cripps, Gloucester, Builder. Dec 18 at 2 at the Bell Hotel, Gloucester. 
Taynton, Gloucester 
Keddle, Charles, Crampton st, Newington Butts, General Business Agent. Dec 13 at 3 
at offices of Hicklin and Washington, Trinity 2 , Southwark 
y Keighley, Zork Staff Manufacturers. 
Dec 18 at 11 at offices of Rawsen and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 
as 2 yon, Joye Tha Timothy, Oldham, Lancaster, Farmer. Dec 16 at 11 at offices of Bank=, 
ork st, He 
Kitching. Willies and Frank Kirkby, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Merchants. Dec 
21 at tf at Mees of Middleton, Calverley chambers, Vii sq, Leeds 
Dee" 19 at 3 at the Old Cock 


Lightowler, Joseph, Halifax, York Manufacturer 
tcl Halifax Emmet and Walker, Yalifa 

Long, David, Chepping Wycombe, Buckingham, out of business. Dec 19 at 3 at offices 
of Clarke, Easton st, High Wycombe 


Lord, James, Whitehall wees, Barrister-at-Law. Dec 21 at 4 at offices of Carpenter, 
Macon, Harry Oliver, oting, Surrey, Butcher. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of Nash and 
Field, Queen st, C 


Mayers, Hy {yman Andrew, Whitechapel rd, Cigar Mannfacturer. Dee 18 at 3 at offices 
gs and Son, Leadenhall st 
Mile, George, Notingham, Dee 19 at 3.90 at office of Bird, Middle pavement, Notting- 


i. Benjamin, Norwich, Boot Manufactarer. Dec 19 at 12 at Duke's Palace Inz, 
Duke st, Norwich 

Murray, David, Norwich, Shoe Manufacturer. Dec 21 at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, 
Holborn. Kent, Norwich : 

Murray, Robert Charles, Jermyn st, Optician. Dec 19 at 12 at office of Chatteris and 
mi...” Queen Victoria 

rrelis, William Ambrose, Eastbourne, Upholsterer. Dec 21 at 3 at office of Champion 

9 lane, pside 

Nash, A en Bristol, Draper. Dec !8 at 3 aé office of Sinnots and Spofforsth, Broad st, 
Brist 


Norris, , Some eer Cigar Merchant. Dec 21 at 2.30 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham 
8 


st. msgate 
Betwebl, Rev Robert Pickman, Oxford. Dee 22 at 3 at 55, Cornmarket st, Oxford. 
Mallam, Oxford 
= Henry, ny Contractor. Dec 19 at 2 at 71, Gresham st. Robinson, 
ewgate st 
Posting, Hes Henry ‘Charles, Liverpool, Furniture Dealer. Dec 20 at 2 at office of Bell, the 
emple, 
Pickertag, Bilger John, Margate, Kent, Tailor. Dec 18 at 2 at 64, Mark lane. Hills, 


Pontifex, Frnest. Hi rd, Brewer. Fie 20 af 3.90 offiecs of Renae, Walbrook 
Porterfield, John Wii n, Liverpool, , Clothier. Dec 13 at 2 at offices of Rogers, Lord 


st, Liverpool. Broad 
Pris, John, and William Cave ae Backby, Jewin st, Wholesale Purriers. Deo 15 
helt Log ——fadeg pet, Ne 
Cc Dee 18 at 3at offices of Scatcherd and Hopkins, 


Reynolds, Henry, ae, Lancaster, a Dee 21 a& 3.at Adelphi Hostel, 
Avenue parade, Accrington. Bast Dulwich 

Richardson, Samuel, Friern ni, Bast Badder. Dee 22 at 2 atGuildhall Tavern, 
Gyesham st. ae Queen st, Che 5 

Rider, Joseph, Leeds, Oil Merchant. Dec 18 at 21 at Law Institetion, Albina pl, Albion 
st, Leeds 

Riley, sede Maton. Laws Lancaster, Tailor. Dee 19 at $ at Spread Bagie Hotel, 


Corporation st, Manchester. Hindle, Over Darwen 
Bee, ee es Ruthin, Dendigh, Licensed Victualler. Dee 18 at DW at 
oftices Edwards, Castle 


Rathia 
Roberts, Willam, Hethenda, Caraarven, Jother. Dee 21 at 2 at British Hotel, Bangor. 
sinter, "Raymond, Leeda, Yarn Spinners, Dee 18 at 3 at offfcecf Carr, Alber st, 


Smith, Rretene, Re, Catone 4, Mile Bad, Cheesemonger, Dee 13 at 3 at oSices of 


Smuth, Hen dene 1 Whitington Moor, st ut Chesterfield, Shopkeeper. Dee 15 at 3 at adfice af 
Cut 

Sraee. ee Ren Saeen, Seecaie, Memant Vanes: Dee 6 af 3 a4 alfices 
. Manchester, Cap Manafacturer. Dee i6 at 2 af affice of Commer, 





Solomon, 
King st, 


a Within 
Sialting, Honey Prederick, Norwich, Boot Manafactarer, Deo 25 at 2.at olffces af 


evita, Wit Boba, lsc Teste Deo 88 08 2.3 office of Dalen, alton 









Dec. 9, 1882, : 


—— 
—— 


oA THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 




































Sumner, John, Nether Whitacre, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. Dec 15 at 11 at office TE 
of Aneel Waterloo ie Pron Mor k, © Dec 15 at 11.30 at Q Hotel, Tod re ta 
arrier. Dec jueen - 
ppg oes iia.” : Curnznt Tortcs 79) The Attorney-General v. The Acton 
Taylor, George, nel hong Warwick, Innkeeper. Dec 15 at 12 at17, Little Park st,  LiaBiiity ror Acts oF Awneats coos 81 Local Board ...ccccessserececccces 
Coventry. Slingsby, Nuneaton | Tee SErrcEp LAND AcT.ccscescsevees 82] Goodhand v. Ayscoug' ) eee | 
Thomas, David, Brynmawr, Brecnock, Draper. Dec 20 at 12 at office of Josolyne, | THER JUDICIAL STATISTICS ..eecee+ee- 83} In re The Simon’s Reef Consolidated 
King st, Cheapside. Simons and Ploms, Merthyr Tydfil | Tax Orzyinc CEREMONY AT THE Gold Mining Company.......s.+0. 
Thomas, George William, Boston, Scrivener. Dec 21 at1 at Red Lion Hotel, Boston. | ROYAL COURTS. covss+ees 84] Inre The Imperial Land Comp: pany 
Rice and Co, Boston | REVIBWS..cceeesces ee 85 of Marseilles ..... seeceresecercocee BG 
Tinley, Edward John, Southwell, Notts, Corn Dealer. Dec 19 at 2 at office of Fraser, |) CORRESPONDENCE - 85| Inre Fitzwater, Fitz v. Water- 
Bridlesmith gate, Nottingham. Stenton and Co, Southwell | CssEs oF THE WEE HOUSE -ccccescesee-sveve « & 
Vasey. Robert, Kilham, York, Boot Maker. Dec 21 at 1 at office of Sutcliffe and Sut- Hills v. Reeves ... 86] Bristot PoLtcek COURT ccercccoseee 
cliffe, Exchange st, Driffield Harben v. Phillips ....+-.« 86| Removat or tHE Lonpon Srrrines 
Walker, George, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Publican. Dec 13 at 3 at office of Nye, North Lemmon v. Webster & Co ...... 86} To THE Royat Courts.. 89 
st, Brighton Mundy v. The Duke of Ratland 86 | Socrerres shee ror seee sane ry 
Walker, Richard, Chudleigh, Devon, Railway Contractor, Dec 10 at 11 at office of Francis v. Hayward 87 | Law Stupznts’ JouRNAL % 
Philbrick and Free, Austin Friars Combe v. De la pee 87 | LeGat APPOINTMENTS .. » 
Warden, Thomas, Tunstall, Stafford, Painter. Dec 18 at 2 at office of Cooper, John st, Ex parte Jackso: 87 | OBITUARY ..ccve-ceccces ol 
nstall Ex parte The Greab ‘Western Rail- CoMPANIES .. ot 
While, Charles, Birmingham, Carriage Builder. Dec 15 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry Way COMPANY so-cccceseeseesseees 87 | CouRT PAPERS rT) 
st, Birmingham Lonpow GAzErrTEs, : 8 
Wilkins, John, Lessingham, Norfolk, Builder. Dec 16 at 12 at office of Keith and Co, 


Chantry, Norwich 
Wood, Samuel William, Olp Kent rd, Plumber. 
Guildhall chbrs, Basinghall st 
Woodhead, Frec, Wibsey, York, Mechanic. 
son, Charles st, Bradford 


Woodiliff, Richard, Edward, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincoln, Grocer. 


office of Rice and Co, Main ridge, Boston 
Wright, Richard, Fairfield, Lancaster, Ironmonger. 
Deansgate, Manchester. Almond, Manchester 


Dec 18 st2 at office of Reed and Co, | 


the wr 
Dec 18 at 3 at office of Berryand Robin- | 7he¢ Rditor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communis 






















Deo 18 at 12 at | *4ttons. 


| number of copies remain on 


| Notices TO CORRESPONDENTS.—<AJl/ communications intended for publication 
the ee JouRNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of 


*,* "The Publisher requests that early application should be made by persom 
Dec 21 at 3.at Grosvenor Hotel, | desirous of obtaining back numbers of the SoLictToRs’ JOURNAL, as only @ small 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, + ep or 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children. 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, kee fase in all climates, and is fuur times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a on 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenn 

Cocoatina 4 La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

ry packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
ani 


Pine 
rities on S$ 1 Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & OO 10, pr Sadenent London, W.C, 


REIGN ADVERTISING.—Advertise- 

ments inserted in any Continental or Coloni«l Papers 
and translated in any foreign language without extra 
charge. Names of Papers Estimates by return.— 
RUDOLF MOSSE, Advertising Offices, 135, Cheapside, 
London. Establisted 15 years. 


AWYERS’ PRAYER UNION. —It is 


pro} to hold another Social and Religious 
Meeting in London for Barristers and Solicitors, and 
their Clerks only, on Thursday, December 14, 1982, Mr. 
Baron Pollock in the chair. Any Gentlemen in the Legal 
Profession, or their Clerks, who desire to attend, or will 
assist in inviting others, are requested to apply to Mr. H. 
C. Nisget, 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


*J*O SOLICITORS and Others.—To be LET 

or SOLD, a FREEHOLD HOUSE, No. 28, Ely- 
place, which has just been put into a state of thorough 
repair, and fitted u a with evcry converience as offices, 
with strong Iron Deed Room in the ground-floor, and 
private residence or offices above. The hall and fire- 
places have encaostic tile paving ; gas and fittings are 
Jaid on in all rooms, also electric bells and speaking tubes ; 
three w.c.’s and lavatory, with walls lined with glazed 
tiles.— Apply to Mr. pone Jerr«xins, Surveyor, 85, Grace- 
church-street, stnacthat B.C. 











T° TRUSTEES iad Others eueliieds Sound | 


Investments.—FOR SALE, 
of London, an ESTATE com 3%, some of the richest 
tracts of land in the United » producing £5,200 

— clear. Rents all paid to 4 day, and for the 
ears not one farthing has been in arrear. 
is unencumbered by mansion or a 
grunts, and where no outlay is required for 
For particulars apply to Mesers. Beit, Wiritss, Sox, 
& agama land Ag ts, #, North John-street, Liver: 
poo 


within two hours 





CHELSEA. 
Valuable long Leasehold Ground Rents. 


ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are directed to 
IVE sex by auction, at the MART, on MONDAY, 


DECEMBER 18, at TWO ) precisely, in 6 Lote, the well- 
secured net improved G UN RENTS. of £110 per 
enonm and arising out ot % excellent 


£0) per annum, 

private salidanese and d welling-houses, with shops, being 
Nos, 18, 19, 2), 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 2, 27 
w, we Bw he "6, 37, Bye te 99, and 40, Gakicy-cheebeat, and 78, 
Manor. oe situation between the King’ eromd 
and Aarne Bed held or the unexpired terms of 70} 
0 Ss from Cheisttaas, 

Printed particulars, ‘wits plans and coniitions of sale, 
tore, tors, 10, Dilier square ECL, ot te tne” Rall 

tof ne ry 

Kilis & fon, & : ente mop 

p went 4 Feucharch-strect rect, EO, 





, 23, 29, 90, Bi, 82, 9, | 


ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS. 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, Ww. 
Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 


Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom ee including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
N.B.—Househola Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 


‘ AUCTION ROOMS as ti 
Specially for the e 0 usic, an 
‘Works of Art, 47, LEICESTER SQUARE, LONDON, 


M TisSRS. PUTTICK & SIMPSON beg tc 

announce that the above rooms are open daily for 
the ion of all kinds of Literary and Bet 1 Property, 
Musical Collections, &c., intended for Sale b Auction: 
Messrs. P. & 8. feel assured that the necessary 





owledge 
(gained only by long experience) and the extensive con- 
nection enjoyed by their firm will bea sufficient guarantee 
to solicitors and others that such property entrusted tc 
their care = arranged for sale in the most advan- 
tageous mann 

Valuations for Probate or Legacy Duty, or for Public 
or Private Sale. 

EstapiisHep (1m Piccap111y) 1794. 


AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE 
for inserting iculars in their FREE atte 
REGISTER of ESTATES, TOWN and COUNTR 
HOUSES, Furnished or Unfurnighed, or for Sale, tobe 
hed GRATIS at their Offices, or post-free for two stam 
Published on the 1st of the month, and particulars 
insertion should be sent not later than five days provicns 
to end of month. 
Valuations for Probate and Transfer. Surveys. 

| _ Estate and Auction Offices, 8, Pall Mall East, 8.W. 


AW LIFE ASSURANCE SOOIETY, 
} FLEET STREET, LONDON, 

| EstaBLisHED 1823. 

| Assets on 3lst December, 1881 ... ... «0» £5,422,545 

Income for the year 1881 . ooo 469,360 

Claims paid to 31st December, 1381 , 040, 312 
Bonuses hitherto all 6, 98,991 

Expenses of Management, including ‘Commission, about 
bo cent. of Income, 

of Premiums reduced. Free travelling Limite 
extended, 

Loans granted on security of Policies, Life Inseveota, 
and Reversions, as well as on the other ordinary Securi 
ties. 

Commission allowed to es and others on Assu- 
rances introduced through their ag we 

Policies effected this ag will partie pate in the Bonus 
on the 31st December, 

Prospectus and Fes “2 Proposal sent on application 
to the ACTUARY, 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD, 
| Heap Ovvicns: ‘—Loxnox AND ABBEDIEN, 
| Fire Premiums . 451, 




















oe oo 





i ae ye eT) 181,000 
| sesanaeent eer ae? Mal "34,108,000 
XON and BERKS BANK, OXFORD, 


Veranvisnen 1854, 
Rates CASH ADVANCES to Barristers, Solicitors, 








men, Medical Men, residing in any part of ©) land 
and Wales” No banking aecoun' mt need fe opened ~ 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE » DER - - MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of th 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ne Lp = CLERGY GOWNS, 
STABLISHE. 


_ 94, CHANCERY Lal LANE, LONDON. 
PROVIDENT | "LIFE OFFIOE£ 


Founpzp 1806, 
60, REGENT STREET, and nd 14 CORNHILL, LONDON, 


roo Assurances exceed oo «+ £6,600,000 

Funds ee oe oe oe 2,207,986 
pom Income oe oe oe ee _ 200,077 
Claims Paid exceed.. oe oe ee 6,650,000 


Bonuses Declared .. oe eo 2,342,000 
During the past year (1881) e each main item has shown 





improvement upon the p: year. 
1880, 1881. 
New Premiums «2 oe pies d £19,908 
Income oo ee oo ota 290, 077 
Invested F’ mri 2, 207,996 
CHARLES STEVENS, Boe Secretary, 
EVERSIONARY and LIFK INTE 


RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities _ Annuities th bag ys or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by UITABLE RE 
VERSIONARY INTEREST BOCIKTY LIMITED), ¥ 

Estab! 


gaa Waterloo Bridge, 8 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 
pn WS ar 


5. CASTOR, Par met 
6, H. OLAYTON, 
YUN FIRKH AND LIFE OFFICES 
s Threadneedle-street, B.C. “j Charing 8.W.; 
Oxford-street (corner o! Meagoons a 
a Mae nis yen Be 1710. Home and ‘oreign Inga 
ran 
tive. Established 1810, Specially low rates for 
lives, Lemme hommess, Immediate cetlemenh of situ 
VOMMEKUIAL UNION ASSU KANUE 
COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, 
pe are fully subscribed ..cescccesscecvecs 3,000.08 


Tite Funds s in Bpecia Trust for Life Policy- 


eee eeeeeereetoeee anions 
mrotal pote. Premium Income exceeds . 
Curry Orvions: 19 awp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON | 
West Enp Orriczs: 8, PALL MALL, "LONDON, "s.W 4 
AW UNION FIRE and i LNSU- 
RANCE COMPANY, Chief Office—126, Chancory- 
lane, London, W.0, 

The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to ap 
wards of £1,600,000 sterling. 
Chairman—Jamuzs Cuppon ae 

Goldsmith -veilding, Mem: 
Deputy-Chairman—C, Psmsreton, ‘aq. ‘aim & Pember 
tons), avmgrn ge 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Every description of Fire and Life Insurance busines 

Whole World and Unesntiional Life Policies granted # 
a slightly increased rate of Premium 
of Iaswa af moderate oF Dremu againet the contingent) 

‘ssue at moderate rates of Premium. 
ances mado on of Life Interest and Rever 
sion wheter abooite or contingent, 
Prospectus, of the Accounts 

the Board of T: ee 


FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Aenrotary: 








tenes 
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